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REVIEW OF THE 1974 GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND T!-IE
UNITED STATES POSITION IN THE UNITED NATIONS

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1975

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2 p.m. in room 2255 Rayburn House Office
Building, Hon. Donald M. Fraser (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding. .

Mr. Fraser. Today the Subcommittee on International Organi-
zations meets for the first of two hearings on a review of the 1974
U.N. General Assembly and the U.S. position in the United Nations.

Certain actions of the 1974 U.N. General Assembly became the
snbject of considerable controversy among Members of Congress last
fall, reflecting the controversy that was apparent among the Ameri-
can people in general. These controversial actions included the As-
sembly’s decision to allow participation by the Palestine Liberation
Organization—the first time a delegation not representing a member
oovernment was accorded such treatment. Other actions were the
denial of South Africa’s Assembly seat and the adoption of a Charter
of Economic Rights and Duties of States. In each case the United
States and other industrialized nations were outvoted by a wide mar-
oin which included the developing countries of the Third World.
These actions were met with strong criticism in the United States,
and led the U.S. representative at the U.N., Ambassador Scali, to
warn the Assembly of the tyranny of the majority and that Ameri-
can support for the U.N. was eroding—in our Congress and among
the people.

Controversy over the T.N. became intensified with a decision at the
TUNESCO General Conference in November which eut off support for
that agency’s regional programs in Israel on the grounds that Israel
had ignored U.N. resolutions against altering the cultural character
of Jersusalem. Congress reacted to this by voting, in the foreign as-
sistance bill, to withhold voluntary contributions for UNESCO until
the President certifies that UNESCO’s activities have become fully
consistent with the agency’s educational, scientific, and cultural
objectives.

The opening days of the 94th Congress seem to be a particularly
appropriate time for this subcommittee to review both the actions of
the recent U.N. General Assembly and the U.S. position in the U.N.
system. We will be interested in learning more about the causes and
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consequences of the controversial measures. But we also hope to take
this opportunity to assess other activities of the U.N. and to examine
U.S. interests in relation to them.

We are pleased to welcome four distinguished witnesses today to
help us with our evaluation: Hon. Lester Wolff, our colleague in the
House and in the Foreign Affairs Committee from the State of New
York: Hon. John Seali, Permanent U.S. Representative to the United
Nations; Prof. Hans J. Morgenthau of the City University of New
York, and Dr. Luther Evans. president of World Federalists, U.S.A.

We are delighted to have all of the witnesses here. I know that our
colleague will have other responsibilities, but if possible we would like
to have you join us up here for as long as you are able to stay after
your statement.

So we will first hear from our colleague, Lester Wolff, whose service
on the Foreign Affairs Committee has been outstanding and who has
recently become chairman of one of the newly reorganized subcom-
mittees of the House Foreign Affairs Committee,

Mr. Wolff.

STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER L. WOLFF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
THE CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would first like to thank you for honoring my request that was
made on the floor during the debate on the foreign aid bill that hear-
ings be held to review the recent session of the United Nations and the
relationship of the United States to that organization, In the past, I
have strongly supported the U.N., though I did question the size of
the U.S. financial contribution.

[ want you to know that in my statement here, any resemblance of
eriticism of the United Nations does not reflect upon the gentleman
sitting to my immediate left, our very able Ambassador to the United
Nations who, I feel, has done an outstanding job there and has been
very representative of the positions of all Americans,

Today. I and a large number of heretofore strong supporters of the
T.N. find ourselves troubled by the actions the organization has taken.
It is unreasonable for us to expect that the U.S. position will always
prevail, but it is not too much for us to expect that the United Nations
will follow its own charter and will act to increase the prospects for
peace in the world.

In the past session, the T7.N. did not live up to these most reasonable
expectations. It acted in ways that not only left these expectations un-
fulfilled but did damage to the credibility and viability of the organi-
zation itself. In light of this, I felt that it was essential for us to
reexamine our policies.

In line with that, my statement today is intended to be constructive
rather than destructive of the organization.

I would like to recount and comment on some of the U.N. actions
that have troubled me and other Americans. Perhaps the most obvious
incident is the granting of observer status to the Palestine Liberation
Organization and in permitting its leader, Yasir Arafat, to address
the General Assembly.
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The United Nations is, as its name implies, an organization of na-
tions. The PLO is simply not a nation. It is the umbrella organization
of a band of international terrorists who have no qualms over spilling
the blood of innocents. It is an organization whose authority and ex-
istence are based on the indiseriminate use of terror in attacking
civilians and avoiding military targets. It is an organization that has
received worldwide attention not because of its respect for inter-
national law or for its attempts to bring peace, but for its trampling
of that law and its efforts to destroy a member state of the U.N.

On November 10, 1974, Yasir Arafat announced that “* * * the goal
of our struggle is the end of Israel, and there can be no compromises
or mediation * * * We don’t want peace—we want victory. Peace, for
us, means Israel’s destruction and nothing else.” Contrast his words
with these from the U.N. Charter “* * ¥ to practice tolerance and
live together in peace with one another as good neighbors.” Despite
the fact that the PLO operates in total violation of the goals of the
17.N., the General Assembly saw fit to grant it observer status by a vote
of 95-17-19. ;

After granting the PLO observer status, the General Assembly
areeted Yasir Arafat with full ceremonial honors and permitted him
to address the Assembly. Only one other nonmember has been granted
this honor : His Holiness Pope Paul.

In addition to making a mockery of U.N. ideals, this recognition of
the PLO presents a most dangerous precedent for the future. It makes
terrorism legitimate. Tt shows that disregard for human life is an
acceptable tactic in achieving one’s goals. Instead of placing the world
body in opposition to bloodshed, it encourages it. It is a clear state-
ment to terrorist groups in the world that if they persist they can
receive honor, rather than punishment, for their crimes.

The U.N. has an abysmal record on the whole matter of curbing
terrorism. After the 1972 Munich massacre of the Israel Olympie
team, Secretary General Waldheim personally suggested that the
General Assembly should give the matter of terrorism high priority.
This suggestion received far less than wholehearted approval and no
steps were taken. In fact, between July 1968 and the end of 1973 there
were 27 recorded incidents of Arab terrorism that received no action
by the U.N. Terrorists receive accolades as freedom fighters and their
vietims, who are often women and children, are ignored by the U.N.
and their deaths hailed by the organizations that perpetrate these
crimes.

During the past session’s debate on the entire question of the Middle
Rast, a debate in which a significant number of nations seemed to in-
dicate that a member state of the U.N. had no right to exist, Israel’s
right to reply to the charges and comments made was limited to a
single speech, plus a 10-minute statement at the end of the day. This
action was, in the recollection of many diplomats, unprecedented in
the entire 29-year history of the U.N. This is a most serious matter,
One of the major functions of the U.N. is that of acting as an arena
for the interaction of nations’ opinions. This action severely limited
the exchange of opinion that is most beneficial to all parties in any
dispute and, again, sets a very dangerous precedent for the future. It
was not done because of the threat of an international form of “fili-
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buster,” but resulted from narrow-mindedness and disregard for fair
lay.

I would like to emphasize that my concern in this has two bases. One.
I felt that the opinions represented by the majority of the nations
were not conducive to peace. Beyond this, however, T am concerned
over the precedent such freedom of speech curbs set for the entire U.N.

A further incident was the suspension of South Africa from the
General Assembly. I wish to make it clear that I am in total opposi-
tion to the apartheid policies of South Africa, but, again, I feel that
the action taken was improper, irresponsible, and injurious to the well-
being of the entire U.N. system.

The United Nations Charter clearly states that a member “. . . may
be suspended from the exercise of the rights and privileges of member-
ship by the General Assembly upon the recommendations of the
Security Council.” In the case of South Africa, the Security Council
did not make any such recommendation. Rather, the suspension pro-
posal met with a triple veto. The legal counsel of the United Nations.
at the 25th session of the Assembly, set forth a ruling that stated that
“the participation in meetings of the General Assembly is quite clear-
ly one of the important rights and privileges of membership. Sus-
pension of this right through the rejection of credentials would not
satisfy the requirements and would therefore be contrary to the
Charter.”

Despite this clear ruling, the General Assembly voted 91-22-19 to
suspend South Africa from participation.

One of the objects of the U.N. is to bring persuasion to bear on its
delinquent members. To suspend a nation from membership in the
Assembly is to isolate it from the very forum from which the per-
suasion emanates and is totally antithetical to the goal. Suspension
is a one-time blow to a nation’s international standing: it is a one-
shot. expression of international protest, but once this “shot” is fired.
the U.N. has no further hold on the delinquent nation and a subsequent
resolution condemning that nation’s activities will have even less effect
than before.

This suspension is also a step away from the desirable goal of uni-
versal membership and sets a disturbing precedent for the future.
By the parliamentary chicanery of refusing to accept a delegation’s
credentials, even though there can be no question as to the legitimacy
of those credentials, the doorway is opened to suspending any nation
that a mathematical majority wishes to express its pigue at.

A further example of the U.N.'s irresponsibility in this session
is in the exclusion of Tsrael from a regional group of UNESCO. This
i1s an international agency dedicated to educational, scientific, and
cultural goals. Tt has been, and should continue to be, nonpolitical in
its operation. Yet, there is no question that its actions against Israel
were politically based. Accordingly, the United States has chosen to
halt aid to UNESCO until it returns to its proper role. This is a most
appropriate response.

One of the concerns underlying all of the actions T have discussed
is the hypocrisy that the U.N. has shown. The T.N. seems to be wear-
ing a set of blinders: condemning activities in one nation, while ienor-
ing similar or worse in other nations. The spectacle of Uganda, where
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General Amin expelled all those of Asian ancestry and has people
liquidated almost daily, solemnly condemning the racism in South
Africa borders on the ludicrous. Thousands of Burundians were killed
in 1972 and 1973, yet the U.N. remained silent. Amnesty International
has accused more than 60 of the 125 member nations of UNESCO
of using torture as an instrument of control over the past 10 vears.
The T.N. response was to withdraw its offer of its facilities fo the
organization.

Violations of human rights must be acted upon by the U.N., but the
U.N. must serve all mankind and not act for political reasons.

The disturbing actions I have outlined were taken because a majority
of the U.N.’s membership favored them. But, because each nation is
given one vote, a two-third majority can be obtained from nations rep-
resenting a scant 10 percent of the total population represented in the
U.N. By virtue of this, the General Assembly has passed measures that
do not conform to the realities of the world situation. A majority passes
a resolution that requires the minority to make concessions, It must
be remembered that the General Assembly cannot dictate solutions
and any attempt to do so will be ignored if it is considered unreason-
able by those it is directed against. If this is a recurring situation,
and it has become one, the minority will treat these resolutions with
less and less repect. Such actions by the General Assembly accomplish
nothing. They only serve to undermine the respect that is essential
for the U.N.

I would like to quote from then Secretary of State Rogers’ statement
in 1972. He said that “the voting dominance of U.N. forums by the
developing nations brings certain distortions in the functioning of
many multilateral institutions.” This can cause the institution to
adopt unrealistic budgets over the opposition of major contributors.

Now this problem becomes more acute when the minority contains
members whose economie, military and political resources are. in all
probability, equal to or greater than those of the majority.

To summarize, the General Assembly has acted irresponsibly. in
violation of its own Charter, in violation of any standard of fairness,
and has acted to promote conflict and divisiveness rather than pro-
mote conciliation. It has acted according to the whims of a majority
of the members, a majority that does not accurately reflect the world
political situation. The General Assembly has become a seriously
flawed body and these flaws are shared by other U.N. agencies such
as UNESCO and Ecosoc.

It is ironic that the voting bloc that now controls the United Na-
tions and has such a major voice in the policies adopted takes such small
Interest in financing the U.N. The United States pays a full 25 percent
of the U.N. regular budget. For 1975 this comes fo $81.268.780. The
United States has but one vote.

On the other hand, the countries that constitute the Third World
bloc and more than half of the U.N. membership are, for the most
part, assessed at the minimum rate of 0.02 percent of the budget, or
$56,030 for 1975. Additionally, nearly 110 Third World and Soviet
bloc nations are delinquent in some form of payment. The OPEC
nations only pay a combined total of 1.28 percent of the total budget.

Drug abuse 1s a problem that afilicts a large number of nations
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and the problem continues to grow. T would like to quote from Am-
hassador Bush’s statement in 1972 when he spoke before the United
Nations. He said,

My delegation wishes to point ouf once again that the work now being done
by the United Nations in the field of international drug control must be rein-
foreed and extended. We cannot solve this extremely grave and continuons
problem without increased international cooperation such as the auspices of
the United Nations.

In the New York University Journal of International Law and
Politics in which they talk about the whole question of international
drng trafic—and I would like to just quote one portion of this for the
record—the abuse of dangerous drugs is not limited to the United
States. It is a growing problem around the world. As such it is a
eredible topie for U.N. actions. The U.N. already has a Commission
on Narcotics Abuse. an International Narcotics Control Board and
a fund for drug abuse control.

This is a global concern with little regard for national horders. U.N. sanections,
like the economic beycott of Rhodesia, have the advantage of unifying sig-
nificant . . . world support. U.N, action may also more effectively reach those
drug-producing nations with which the United States has little contact and
to which the United States gives foreign aid. If a determination of noncoopera-
tion in the suppression of narcotics traffic were made by a UN. agency, the
stigma of Ameriean . . . [interference] . . . wonld be removed. Domestic feathers
wounld still he rufled, but the United Nations, not the United States, wonld
do the ruffling.

The T.N. Fund for Drug Abuse Control attacks this problem on a
worldwide basis. vet of the $13.6 million that has been donated to this
fund since 1971, $10 million, 74 percent, has come from the United
States. Again the United States pays a disproportionate share in com-
bating this problem of global import. We carry the brunt of the
burden despite the fact that the T7nited States does not produce any
of the opium that is one of the principal components of this problem.

I have attached a full excerpt from the New York University
Journal of International Law and Polities, which T would like to in-
clude in the record.

Mr. Fraser. Withont objection it will be so included.

[Excerpt follows:]

But the abuse of dangerous drugs is not limited to the United States. It is a
growing problem arvound the world. As such, it iz a credible topie for United
Nations action. The U.N. already has a Commission on Narcotics Abuse, an Inter-
national Narcoties Control Board and a Fund for Drug Abnse Control. Drug
abuse—1like environmental destruetion, ocean resources and economie develop-
ment—is a global concern with little regard for national borders. TL.N. sanctions,
like the economiec hoyeott of Rhodesia, have the advantage of unifying significant,
through not necessarily unanimous, world support. U.N. action may also more
effectively reach those drug-producing nations with which the United States has
little contact and to which the U.8. gives no aid. If a determination of noncoop-
eration in the suppression of narcofics traffic were made by a U.N. agency, the
stigma of American dictation of the terms under which multilateral aid is granted
wonld he removed. Domestie feathers wonld still be ruflled, but the United Na-
tions, not the United States would do the ruffling.

Mr. Worrr. This discusses this matter and its relationship to the
U.N.

What we have. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, is con-
tradiction. The nations that have joined together in these maiorities
and have made their position prevail do not support the institution
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that they are now abusing. It is the United States, the American tax-
payer, who has paid the lion’s share of the U.N.’s expenses. We have
financed the irresponsibility of the past session. ;

To continue as we have in the past would indicate our continued
support for such irresponsibility. Accordingly, I urge a reduction In
our contribution as a clear gesture of U.S. disapproval. Again, I would
like to make it clear that I advocate such a reduction not because the
11.S. position did not always prevail, but because the U.N. has violated
its own charter and acted in ways to encourage world conflict rather
than curb it.

In addition, in the upcoming review of the charter I urge that the
17.S. delegation give consideration to a form of weighted voting system
in the U.N. Such a system should consider a nation’s population and
economic base in determining the voting weight. The United States
should also insist that the U.N. strictly adhere to article 24, paragraph
i of the charter, which states that the Security Council will have the
“x % * primary responsibility for the maintenance of international
peace and security * * ** These proposals, if implemented, would
make the U.N. a more viable body, responding to the accurately re-
flected concerns of the world in a way that would insure that the sup-
port of the necessary powers is obtained.

In closing. I would like to note that while the United Nations has
acted irresponsibly and improperly in all of the actions I have out-
Jined, it did take many actions that show that it can act as a useful
instrument for world peace. The United Nations can take pride in the
Secretary Gieneral’s effort on Cyprus and in the stationing of peace-
keeping forces on that island and their continuation in the Middle
East. However, these bright points are overshadowed by the others.

We must act to insure that irresponsibility does not continue and that
the UTnited Nations returns to an uncompromised role as a body devoted
to conciliation between nations.

Thank yon, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Mr. Wolfl. That is a very force-
ful and very well put together statement, which I think sums up the
concerns that have been expressed by many Members of the House
and we certainly appreeiate it, .

What I would like to do, if there is no objection from the sub-
committee, is to proceed through the panel before we get to quest ions,
because otherwise I fear we won't leave an opportunity to get through
the panel this afternoon.

Mr. Worrr. If T might be excused for a little while, and T will come
hack and join the panel.

Mr. Fraser. Yes. we understand that yon may have a conflict, but
whenever you can be here, that will be fine.

Mr. Worrr. Thank yon.

Mr. Fraser. Our second witness is the Ambassador to the United
Nations. I would like to say in introducing him that those of us who
have had an opportunity to work with him have heen very impressed
with his forthrightness and his efforts to make the United Nations
work well and his efforts fo represent the U.S. interests within the
T.N. system. He has become a friend of many of us and we are pleased
to have him here.

Mr. Scali.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SCALI, U.S. AMBASSADOR TO THE
UNITED NATIONS

Ambassador Scart, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to appear before this distin-
guished committee and renew my friendship with many of the dis-
tinguished gentlemen on the other side of the table who have become
friends and whose views and suggestions I listen to with respect and
whose friendship I hope to continue to merit.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to examine with you the bal-
ance sheet on the performance of the United Nations. As you already
know, some developments at the United Nations in recent weeks and
months have been most disturbing. They have aroused thousands of
letters from many, many Americans who have written to me, as well
as much editorial comment in the news media across the Nation. I
expect you share these concerns and that you are also hearing from
your constituents.

T brought along copies of the address T made in the General As-
sembly on December 6, 1974, on the performance of the General As-
sembly session that was then about to end. T also have available copies
of a speech T made only last Wednesday to a Boston audience in which
1 look not only at the General Assembly, but at the entire U.N. system.

I offer these statements not because I am enamored of my own
rhetoric, but because they represent the considered, continuing analysis
and review that my staff and I are conducting.

Mr. Fraser. Without objection we will insert those statements as a
part of the record of the hearing.

Ambassador Scarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

What is the balance sheet on the United Nations? Let us look at
the General Assembly, at the Security Council, and at the family of
economic and social agencies which are part of the U.N. system.

Basically it is the General Assembly that has produced the most
startline developments in the past 6 months. The 138 members of the
General Assembly have equal votes, and there is no veto. About 100
of the 138 can be identified as Third World countries, developing
conntries. or nonalined countries. The remainder includes states more
or less alined with the Atlantic community or with the Socialist bloe.

YWhen the Third World closes ranks, it can easily mobilize the votes
to invite an Arafat to address it, to exclude a member such as South
Africa from participation, or to impose unfair restrictions on the
Taracli delegation such as dictating the number of times it may speak
on an issue of vital importance to its survival. All these things
happened at the 20th General Assembly that ended just before
Christmas.

Tn addition. the Assembly voted a “Charter of Economic Rights and
Duties” in the form we could not support, although we had tried very
hard up to the last minute to negotiate our differences with the
charter’s Mexican sponsors and their associates.

On the other side of the balance sheet, this same Assembly took
measures to strengthen the United Nations’ facilities for disaster
relief. to improve the status of women, to encourage greater interna-
tional cooperation in locating soldiers missing in action. Tt adopted
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and activated recommendations of the World Food Conference and
the World Population Conference, both strongly supported by the
United States. It also rejected ill-advised, lopsided resolutions on
Cambodia and Korea. Above all, it also provided funds and policy
support for continuing the U.N. peacekeeping forces in the Middle
Jast.

During the very same period, and going back to October 1973, in
my view the Security Council has shown new effectiveness in the vital
area of peace keeping. Many, including myself, regard peace keeping
as the most important activity of the whole U.N. system. The United
Nations gets little credit when outbreaks of violence are contained
and virtually none at all when it is able to head off violence before
it oceurs,

The October 1973 war brought two new U.N. peace-keeping forces
into the Middle East to help restore peace on the Egyptian and Syrian
fronts. The Security Council has continued to show that at moments
of gravest tension and danger it can be a critically important element
in the world political order. In the Security Council, East and West,
North and South, developed and developing, have debated seriously.
They have worked together constructively and they have come up with
practical results to problems of peace keeping in the real world.

Other U.N. programs and activities have been continuing with less
attention from the general public. I refer to the whole range of U.N.
activities in the fields of health, child care, food, disaster relief, human
rights, and economic development. Many of these programs resulted
from U.S. initiatives.

For example, we have promoted U.N. efforts to control narcotics, as
Congressman Wolff has already eloquently indicated. We have moved
to protect the environment, to determine how to manage the wealth in
and at the bottom of the sea. We have noted a growing interest in
human rights in the United Nations as in Congress, and we seek to
improve the U.N.’s effectiveness in promoting human rights.

It is also worth remembering that the entire cost of all those United
Nations programs I have mentioned works out to less than $2 per
American per year. Compare that figure to the $2.2 billion authorized
for aid to Israel alone at the height of the October war, and I think
you will agree that international cooperation may be less dramatic
than conflict, but it is also a great deal cheaper.

Unfortunately some of the specialized organs of the United Nations
system have followed the example of the 29th General Assembly and
succumbed to the temptation to politicize their work. You are all well
aware of UNESCO’s action toward Israel. I deplore this action as
mainly a political reprisal against a member state—a trend which
opens a dangerous path for the United Nations to follow.

I have said before that I don’t have ready answers to all the prob-
lems of the United Nations. T hope these hearings can help produce
new insights and niew expressions of opinion that will help the execu-
tive branch in its current rethinking of our participation in the United
Nations.

T have not hesitated to declare forthrightly in the General Assembl
what the 17.S. Government tliinks about these recent lh-\'l-lt:-plnonts.§
am pleased that my statement of December 6 precipitated what is now
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remembered as the great debate in which more than 50 delegations
participated. This debate revealed a surprising degree of general agree-
ment on two essential points.

First. that the United Nations exists to promote orderly change.
Second. in our interdependent world it must accomplish this task
through genuine dialog and constructive compromise. I am proud
that the American statement could lead to this kind of constructive
look at the United Nations by its own membership.

As we keep under critical review the pattern of our participation
in the United Nations, it is my working hypothesis that the United
Nations has never needed positive leadership and constructive partici-
pation by the United States more than it does today. I have never been
one to call it quits when the going gets a little rough and I have no
inclination to turn my back on the problems we face in the United
Nations today.

I shall be seeking to help formulate new approaches by which we can
reduce the area of confrontation and achieve constructive actions n
the United Nations. We in America do not think our world is perfect
and neither do the 138 nations represented in the U.N. We are not
going to prevail on every issue regardless of our power and position.

But T believe that if we press our views vigorously in the forums
of the United Nations, we can eventually achieve results acceptable
to all. I feel deeply that we must try. Acceptable results, however,
depend on a greater initiative and role by the moderates in the Third
World. They must recognize that doctrinaire or one-sided proposals,
put forward on a take-it-or-leave-it basis, promote confrontation and
deadlock instead of conciliation.

The United Nations did not create the problems that confront our
world. Rather, the recent actions of the United Nations which have
caused such grave concern reflect the deeply held grievances of a wide
array of developing countries. They are acting in response to some
of the most eritical issues of our time, those of the Middle Fast, of
racism in southern Africa, of threatening starvation and of wide-
spread poverty. Their actions may be unrealistic, but their frustrations
arise from very real problems.

A new effort in the United Nations to achieve constructive compro-
mise can, I believe, help moderate their extreme behavior. Only real

rogress on these fundamental issues, however, can prevent a heighten-
ing confrontation from eventually destroying the United Nations and
undermining the hopes for world peace which that organization has
embodied for over a quarter of a century.

I have told you of my general approach. Perhaps at this point it
would be more useful to you if I listened to your views and responded
to your questions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Ambassador Scali’s statement to United Nations and address to
Massachusetts State Federation of Women’s Clubs follow :]

STATEMENT BY Ampassapor Jouw Scarr, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE TO THE TINITED
NATIONS, IN PLENARY, ON STRENGTHENING THE ROLE OF THE UxiTED NATIONS
DeceMBER, 6, 1974,

Last year the United States Delegation sought to call attention to a trend
which we believed threatened the United Nations’ potential as an instrument




11

for international cooperation. We were deeply concerned then over the growing
tendency of this Organization to adopt one-sided, unrealistic resolutions that
cannot be implemented.

Today, more than a year later, my Delegation feels that we must return to
this subject because this trend has not only continued, but aceelerated. Added
to this, there is now a new threat—an arbitrary disregard of United Nations
rules, even of its Charter. What my Delegation spoke of 12 months ago as a
potential threat to this Organization, unhappily has become today a clear and
present danger.

The United States Government has already made elear from this rostrum its
concern over a uumber of Assembly decisions taken during the Sixth Special Ses-
sion last Spring, and during the current Session, These decisions have dealt
with some of the mest important, the most controversial, and the most vexing
jssues of our day: the global economic crisis, the turmoeil in the middle Kast,
and the injustice in Southern Africa. I will not today discuss again our main
concerns with each of these decisions. Rather, 1 wish to take this opportunity
to disenss the more general question of how self-centered actions endanger the
future of this Organization.

The United Nations, and this Assembly in part jenlar, ean walk one of two
paths. The Assembly can seek to represent the views of the numerical majority
of the day, or it can try to act as a spokesman of a more general global opinion.
To do the first is easy. To do the spcond is infinitely more difficult. But, if we
look ahead, it is infinitely more useful.

There is certainly nothing wrong withh like-minded groups of nations giving
voice to the views they hold in common. However, Organizations other than the
United Nations exist for that purpose. Thus, there are Organizations of Afrienn
States, of Asian States, or Arab States, of European States, and of American
States. There are groups of indust rinlized nations, of developing nations, of
Western and Eastern nations, and of non-aligned nations. Each of these organi-
zations exists to promote (he views of its membership.

The United Nations, however, exists not to serve one or more of these specinl
interest groups while remaining Insensitive to the others. The challenge of the
United Nations is to meld and reflect the views of all of them. The only victories
with meaning are those which are victories for us all.

The General Assembly fulfills its true function when it reconciles opposing
views and seeks to bridge the differences among its Member States. The most
meaningful test of whether the Assembly has succeeded in this task is not
whether a majority can be mobilized hehind any single draft resolution, but
whether those States whose cooperation is vital to implement a decision will
support it in fact. A better world ean only be constructed on negotiation and
compromise, not on confrontation which inevitably sows the seeds of new con-
flicts. In the words of our Charter, the United Nations is *“to be a cenfer for
harmonizing the actions of nations in the attainment of these common ends.”

No obgerver should be misled by the coincidental similarities between the
General Assembly and a legislature. A legislature passes laws. The General As-
sembly passes resolutions, which are in most cases advisory in pature. These
resolutions are sometimes adopted by Assembly majorities which represent only
a small fraction of the people of the world, its wealth, or its territory. Sometimes
they brutally disregard the gensitivity of the minority.

Because the General Assembly is an advisory body on matters of world policy,
the pursuit of mathematical majorities ean be a particularly sterile form of
international activity. Sovereign nations, and the other international organs
which the Assembly advises through its resolutions, sometimes accept and some-
times reject that advice. Often they do not ask how many nations voted for a
resolution, but whe those nations were, what they represented, and what they
advocated.

Members of the United Nations are endowed with sovereign equality. That is,
they are equally entitled to their independence, to their rights under the Charter.
They are not equal in size, in population, or in wealth. They have different
capabilities, and, therefore, different responsibilities, as the Charter makes clear.

Similarly, because the majority can direetly affect only the internal administra-
tion of this Organization, it is the United Nations itself which suffers most when
a majority, in pursuit of an objective it believes overriding, forgets that respon-
sibility must bear a reasonable relationship to capability and to authority.

Kach time this Assembly adopts a resolution which it knows will not be im-
plemented, it damages the eredibility of the United Nations. Each time that
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this Assembly makes a decision which a significant minority of members regard
as unfair or one-sided, it further erodes vital support for the United Nations
among that minority, But the minority which is so offended may in fact be a
practical majority, in terms of its eapacity to support this Organization and
implement its decisions.

Unenforeeable, one-sided resolutions destroy the authority of the United
Nations. Far more serious, however, they encourage disrespect for the Charter,
and for the traditions of our Organization.

No organization can function without an agreed-upon framework of rules and
regulations. The framework for this Organization was built in the light of painful
lessons learned from the disastrous failure of its predecessor, the League of
Nations. Thus, the United Nations Charter was designed to insure that the fm-
portant decisions of this Organization reflected real power relationships, and
that decisions, onece adopted, could be enforced.

One of the prinecipal aims of the United Nations, expressed in the Preamble
of its Charter, is *“to practice tolerance and live together in peace with one
another as good neighbors,” The promise the American people and the peoples
of the other founding nations made to each other—not as a matter of law,
but as a matter of solemn moral and politieal obligation—was to live up to the
Charter and the duoly-made rules unless or until they were modified in an
orderly, constitutional manner,

The function of all parlinments is to provide expression fo the majority will.
Yet, when the rule of the majority becomes the tyranny of the majority, the
minority will cease to respeet or obey it, and the parliament will cease to function.
Every majority must recognize that its anthority does not extend beyond the point
where the minority becomes so outraged that it is no longer willing to maintain
the convenant which binds them.

My countrymen have made a great investment in this World Organization over
the yvears—as host country, as the leading financial contributor, and as a con-
scientious participant in its debates and negotiations and operetional programs.
Americans have loyally continned these efforts in a spirit of good faith and
tolerance, knowing that there wonld be words spoken which we did not always
like and resolutions adopted which we could not always support.

As the 29th General Assembly draws to a close, however, many Americans
are questioning their belief in the United Nations. They are deeply disturbed.

During this 29th General Assembly, resolutions have been passed which un-
eritically endorse the most far-reaching claims of one side in dangerous inter-
national disputes. With this has come a sharply increased tendency in this As-
sembly to disregard its normal procedures to benefit the side which enjoys the
favor of the majority, and to silence, and even exclude, the representatives of
Member States whose policies the majority condemmns. In the wake of some of
the examples of this Assemby, the General Conference of UNESCO has strayved
down the same path with the predietable consequences of adverse reaction
against the United Nations. Innocent bystanders such as UNICEF already have
been affected.

We are all aware that true compromise is diffienlt and time-consuming, while
bloe voting is fast and easy. But real progress on contentious issunes must be
earned. Paper triumphs are, in the end, expengive even for the vietors. The cost
is borne, first of all, by the United Nations as an institution, and, in the end,
by all of us. Our achievements cannot be measured in paper.

A strong and vital United Nations is important to every Member State. and
actiong which weaken it weaken us all, partienlarly the smaller and the develop-
ing nations, Their security is particularly dependent on a colleetive response fo
aggression, Their prosperity particularly depends on access to an open and ex-
panding international economy. Their ability to project their influence in the
world is partienlarly enhanced by membership in international bodies such as
the United Nations.

In calling attention to the dangerous frends, I wish also fo call attention
to the suceesses of the United Nations during the past year.

United Nations members overcame many differences at the World Population
Conference and the World Food Conference. There was also progress at the
Law of the Sea Conference, There was agreement on programs enconraging
States to maintain a population which they ean feed, and feed the population
which they maintain. As a result of these United Nations Conferences, the world
community has at least begun to grapple with the two fundamental issues which
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are central to any meaningful attempt to provide a better life for most of man-
kind.

In the Middle East a unigue combination of multilateral and bilateral di-
plomacy has succeeded in halting last year's war and in separating the com-
batants. With goodwill and cooperation, the Security Council has renewed the
mandate for the peace forces, allowing time for a step-by-step negotiating proc-
€8s to bear fruit. My Government beileves that this negotiating process continues
to hold the best hope in more than a quarter of a century for a just and lasting
peace in that area.

On Cyprus, the Security Council, the Assembly and our Secretary General
have all contributed to progress toward peace and reconciliation. Much remains
to be done, but movement toward peace has been enconraged.

Perhaps the United Nations' most overlooked success of the past year re-
sulted from the mission of the Secretary General's representiative, Mr. Weck-
man-Munoz, This effort, which was undertaken at the request of the Security
Couneil, succeeded in mediating a particularly dangerous border dispute be-
tween Iran and Iraq. This example of how to prevent a small conflict from
blowing up into a much bigger war must rank among the United Nations' finest,
if least heralded, achievements,

Thus, despite the disturbing trend toward the sterile pursuit of empty majori-
ties, recent United Nations achievements demonstrate that this Organization can
still operate in the real world in the interests of all its members. Unfortunately,
failure and controversy are threatening to overshadow the record of successes.
Its lapses, are long remembered and remain a source of lasting grievance for
those who feel wronged.

jefore concluding my remarks, I would like to say a few words, not as the
United States Representative to this Organization, but as an American who
has believed deeply in the United Nations since 1945 when, as a young reporter
Jjust returned from the war, I observed the birth of this Organization.

I must tell you that recent decisions of this Assembly, and of other United
Nation bodies, have deeply affected public opinion in my country. The American
people are deeply disturbed by decisions to exclude Member States, and to re-
strict their participation in discussions of matters of vital concern to them. They
are concerned by moves to convert humanitarian and cultural programs into
tools of political reprisal. Neither the American public nor the American Con-
gress believe that such actions can be reconciled with the spirit or letter of the
United Nations Charter. They do not believe that these decisions are in accord
with the purposes for which this Organization was founded., They believe the
United Nations, in its forums, mnst show the same understanding, fair play and
responsibility which its resolutions ask of individnal members.

My country cannot participate effectively in the United Nations without the
support of the American people, and of the American Congress. For years they
have provided that support generously. But I must tell von honestly that this
support is eroding—in our Congress and among our people. Some of the foremost
American champions of this Organization are deeply distressed at the trend of
recent events.

A majority of our Congress and our people are still committed to a strong
United Nations, They are still committed to achieving peaceful solutions to the
issues which confront this Organization, in the Middle East, in Sonth Afriea, and
elsewhere, They are still committed to building a more just world economie order,
But the trends and decisions of the past few months are causing many to reflect
and reassess what our role should be,

I have not come to the General Assembly today to suggest that the American
people are going to turn away from the United Nations. 1 believe that World
War II taunght Americans the tragic cost of standing aside from an organized
international effort to bring international law and justice to bear on world prob-
lems. But, like every nation, we must from time to titne reassess our priorities,
review our commitments, and redirect our energies. In the months ahead, T will
do all in my power to persnade my countrymen that the United Nations can
return to the path the Charter has laid out and that it can continne to serve
the interests of all of its members.

If the United Nations ceases to work for the benefit of all of ite members, it
will become inereasingly irrelevant. It will fade into the shadow world of rheto-
rie, abandoning its important role in' the real world of negotiation and compro-
mise,

48-890—T5H
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We must join to prevent this, The reasons for which this World Organization
was founded remain as valid and as compelling today as they were in 1945, If
anything, there is added reason ; the specters of nuclear holocaust, world depres-
sion, mass famine, over-population and a permanently ravaged environment.

If we are to succeed, we must now renew ouar commitment to the central
prineiples of tolerance and harmony upon which the United Nations Charter was
built. We must redouble our efforts to use this Organization as the world's
nltimate instrument for compromise and negotiation.

I pledge my nation to these efforts.

—

ADDRESS BY AMBASSADOR JOHN SCALL, U.8. REPRESENTATIVE To THE UNITED NA-
TIONS, AT THE MEETING OF THE MASSACHUSETTS STATE FEDEEATION OF WOMEN'S
Cruss 15 Bostox, Mass,

JANUARY 29, 1975,

At the opening of this decade we Americans had already started to think of
ourselves as a nation in perpetual crisis And today our world still seems to be
changing too fast for comfort. Our children come home from school with some
curious ideas and sometimes behave in ways that are diffienlt to understand.
Many of our most cherished values and ideals have been guestioned, analyzed and
assaulted. Our sweet land of liberty has become a sweet land of liberation move-
ments. Women's 1ib was one of these, and adjustment didn't always come easy.
These social problems are real, important and continuing.

In the international arena, new, unexpected problems have erupted to chal-
lenge us even as we seek answers to the old ones. The painful memory of Viet-
nam is reviving at the same time trouble spots like the Middle East and Cyprus
threaten the peace of the world. New crises of food and energy were only proph-
ecies a few years ago. Today they are realities and have sent shock waves
through the economies of the world. In the last 12 months alone, $60 billion of
new profits have poured into the treasuries of oil producing countries under the
label of petrodollars. This economic earthquake has coincided with drought, food
shortages and crop failures in many areas of the world. Along with this have
come sharply increased inflation and unemployment in the United States and
other countries,

This unnerving combination of economie and political developments has led
some to advocate a new economic order for the world and related changes in the
old political order.

Nowhere has the ery for a new economice and political order in this world of
growing interdependence been louder than in the forums of the United Nations.
The glass palace of the United Nations is sometimes a distorted mirror. Gen-
erally, however, it reflects all too clearly the stresses and strains, the frustra-
tions and the erises of the entire world community.

In its brief 28-year history, the TN, ranks as still too modest an element in
the world community to warrant the bhlame for developments it did not cause
and cannot magically dispel. Nevertheless, among our other frustrations, the
shorteomings and failings of the United Nations have recently attracted more
attention than at any time in the past decade, Statesmen, public opinion leaders
and mass communications media have found much to eriticize in the United
Nations during the past year. Some of this eriticism has been exaggerated. Some
of it has been unjust. But much of it, I submit, has been well-deserved.

Supporters of the United Nations are always quick to point out that while
this Organization’s occasional failings receive widespread press and public at-
tention, its many solid accomplishments go largely unnoticed. Basically, T agree,
I know that whenever I criticize the United Nations, I may add to this prob-
lem for the short term. I also know, however, thaf one cannot improve an in-
stitution by talking only about its strong points. One must give credit where it
is due—as T hope I have—but only a frank and open discussion of an Organiza-
tion's weaknesses can help to correct them.

The mounting critigue of the United Nations in this country reflects A num-
her of real concerns and poses some legitimate questions, In my view, those who
dismiss the new criticism of the Tnited Nations as complaints from fair-weather
friends or disguised enemies seriously misread the mond of the American people.
1 continue to be a strong supporter of the United Nations. T also believe that it
can benefit from constructive, reasoned criticism. The United Nations is strong
enough to withstand sueh criticism, it is flexible enough to profit from it and it
is important enough to justify it.




Last month I spoke to the General Assembly about a series of recent United
Nations decisions which increasingly disturbed the United States Government.
1 deplored several actions by the Assembly which tended to inflame some of the
world's most sensitive problems, rather than help solve them. On highly emo-
tional issues like the invitation to Yasir Arafat to speak before the General
Assembly, the suspension of South Africa and the current world econoinic
situation, it is our view that the Assembly had adopted enormously controversial,
partisan resolutions. Worse still, the majority bloe which passed these resolu-
tions appeared willing to pursue their objectives in violation of the &t raditions
and Charter of the United Nations, Constitutionalism went out the window
while the Assembly voted to exclude South Africa, Un some issues majorities
spemed to forget that in a democracy a majority cannot safely push a minority
too far.

My statement to the Assembly coincided with those of several Western Euro-
pean representatives who expressed concerns very similar to our own, Delegates
from the Third World seemed surprised by this serious new criticism. but they
quickly regrouped to respond.

Fventually delegates from 50 Member States representing all shades of
world opinion rose to express their government's views in what developed into a
“great debate”. Some speakers agreed with us, while others did not, The ex-
change of views was vigorous, forthright, but generally without rancor. For
several days the Assembly thus found itself engaged in a thonghtful and un-
precedented examination of its future and that of the United Nations system.
I am proud the United States was able to stimulate this long overdue debate.

Despite the wide range of opinion expressed, there was reneral agreement

on the proposition that the fundamental purpose of the United Nations is to

harmonize conflicting views as the Charter says and to promote orderly change.
The wealthier nations naturally tended to emphasize the need for order, The
Third World understandably placed its priority on the need for rapid change.
Opinion in the Assembly certainly varied, but on this central issue the difference
was one of degree, not of principle.

During this debate, all speakers seemed to agree that the United Nations
functioned best through dialogue and negotiation. Coming at the end of an
Assembly session marked by heightened confrontation, this widespread desire
for greater dialogue was welcome. It was a welcome sign that others, too.
realized that we were headed in the wrong direction,

In a farewell press conference as the Assembly ended, this year's Assembly
President, Algerian Foreign Minister Bouteflika, added his voice to those calling
for more dialogue between the Third world and older Member Nations, I share
his wish, and I am genuinely pleased that my remarks of December 6 helped
open the door to a greater and franker exchange within the Assembly. I intend
in the coming months to do whatever I can to build on and enlarge the scope
of this two-way exchange. The time has come to create a new gpirit of construce-
tive compromise in the United Nations, To do so, there will need to be less
emphasis on rounding np bloe votes and more on accommodation and conciliation,

In the weeks ahead we will consult intensively with those expressing dif-
ferent as well as similar viewpoints, If snch consultations are to be worthwhile,
however, there must be a genuine dialogue. There must be a readiness to move
from the initial position each side expresses. It is time we begin to talk to one
another instead of at one another.

On too many occasions negotiations with the dominant Third World group
of countries have not involved a sufficient degree of this necessary give and
take. On tmany important issnes the initial position of the Third World coun-
tries often turned out to be their final position, Failure to accept their unchang-
ing stand was often regarded as a stubborn refusal to acknowledge how the
world has changed. This created more confrontation than conciliation.

Althongh T have in my remarks today focused on some areas where we seek
improvement of the United Nations, it is only fair that I note that in many ways
the Organization has moved effectively, considering our complicated world.

It is worth remembering, for instance, that the same recent Session of the
General Assembly which adopted decisions which alarmed the United States
also approved the recommendations of the recent World Food Conference in
Rome and of the World Population Conference in Bucharest. In so doing, the
Assembly flexibly responded to worldwide demands for action on two issues
fundamental to man's future on this planet.
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This same Session of the Assembly took a number of other steps strongly sup-
ported by the United States. These included measures to strengthen the United
Nation’s facilities for disaster relief, to improve the status of women and to
encourage greater international cooperation in locating soldiers missing in action.
These programs join with United Nations efforts to eontrol narcotics, protect
the environment, determine who owns the wealth in and at the bottom of the sea.

This same Session provided funds for and renewed that mandate of United
Nations Peacekeeping Forces in the Middle East. After lengthy debate, it re-
jected ill-advised, one-sided resolutions on Cambodia and Korea.

Even as press and public attention is irresistably drawn to the verbal battle
in the General Assembly, dedicated international civil servants are engaged in
productive and vitally important United Nations work in fields such as health,
child care, food, disaster relief, human rights and economic development, My
colleagne and friend, Patricin Hutar, spoke to you this morning about the pio-
neering efforts in the United Nations to improve the status of women. Let me,
from my own experience, add still one more example of how quickly and effec-
tively the United Nations can act, particularly in a erisis.

In October of 1973, at the height of the Yom Kippur war in the Middle East,
the Security Couneil agreed fo establish a new United Nations EFmergency Force
to help restore the peace. Within just a few hours of that decision, the first
contingents of United Nations troops began arriving on the Sinai battle front.
They moved quickly into the midst of the fighting to separate the combatants.
Within a few days this Force had brought about the cease-fire which was an
indispensable prelude to negotiation. This cease-fire remains in effect today.

This delicate and dangerous task required cooperation, courage, discipline and
the kind of experience in peacekeeping which only the United Nations has. Can
you imagine the time, the effort and additional crises that would have Been nec-
essary to create anything resembling this impartial Force if the United Nations
had not existed, ready to act as the respected emergency peacekeeper of the
world? Indeed, could such a Force have been created in time if the United
Nations did not exist? The visible success of the blue-helmeted troops in the
Middle East reflects highly not only on these officers and men who serve hut
also on the United Nations Secretariat in New York which so effectively orgza-
nized, directed and maintains them in place.

I began my remarks by noting that there has been a growing criticism of the
United Nations in this conntry. I also said that much of this eriticism is justified.
The question is what are we going to do about it?

I do not have any pat answers to this question. Our Government is reviewing
our policies toward the United Nations. I hope that through this review we can
develop some new approaches to these difficult issues. I eannot forecast the
results. I start out with the premise that you do not solve a problem by walking
away from it. Frank criticism can help eurb irresponsible behavior, but it must
be combined with responsible, imaginative leadership if it is to have a positive
impact on our search for peace and a better world.

In an Organziation of 138 member nations, the United States cannof expect
to prevail on every issue, regardless of our power and position. But as long as we
press our views vigorously, while recognizing we do not possess a monopoly of
the world’s wisdom, the result eventually can be an acceptable compromise of
conflicting views,

There are some who feel that when the United Nations acts contrary to United
States interests, we should simply turn our back upon it, or even withdraw.
1 am not one of these.

Without the United States, the United Nations would persist. Only it wonld
be worse, not better. If we could erase the United Nations from the pages of
history—and we eannot—there wonld inevitably be a new Organization becanse
interdependence is an incontrovertible fact of our times. It is growing rather
than lessening. It means that the United States cannot advance its own interests
single-handedly, but only in concert with other nations, because the solutions
demand action by the United States and others working together.

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, whose diplomatic achievements have
eased fensions around the world, sketched the dimensions of the problems con-
fronting us in these words in an interview Jannary 16:

“ . . One of the central facts of our period is that more than a hundred
nations have come into being in the last 15 years, and they, too, must be
central participants in this process. So that for the first time in history
foreign policy has become truly global and therefore truly complicated.




17

“  We are at a watershed. We are at a period which in retrospect is
either going to be seen as a period of extraordinary creativity or a period
when really the international order came apart—politically, economically,
and morally.

“] believe that with all the dislocations we now experience, there also
exists an extraordinary opportunity to form for the first time in history a
truly global society, carried by the prineiple of interdependence. And if we
act wisely and with vision, 1 think we can look back to all this turnmoil as the
birth pangs of a more creative and better system."

To exercise positive leadership in the United Nations, our people must join
torether in support of a truly national foreign policy. The United States must
be able to speak with one voice. Our leaders must be able to enter into meaningful
diseussion with their foreign colleagues and these foreign statesmen must be
confident that the American people stand behind their leaders.

We must also recognize that America often leads best by example. Thus, our
suceess in solving our economic and social difficulties at home strengthens our
voice around the negotiating table. Our willingness to accept sacrifices and in-
conveniences in meeting the world’s energy erisis will be viewed as a test of our
leadership of the free world. The truth evident in our world today is that a
vigorous domestic policy and an active international role depend heavily on
ench other for success. Thus, only a combination of national and international
action can solve global problems like inflation, rising unemployment and short-
ages of food, energy and other key resources,

I believe America is ready to do what it must do—at home and interna-
tionally—both within and ontside the United Nations, Even the most vigorous
and imaginative American leadership cannot guarantee SUCCESS, but a half-
hearted America can insure defeat.

Reversing the current trend toward division and confrontation in the United
Nations does not depend on our efforts alone. I am convineed, however, that we
must walk the extra mile to overcome suspicion. We are not the guardians of
the status quo. We are proud of our heritage as a revolutionary country which
speks to promote freedom. Some may question whether the flame of liberty
burnsg as bright as we approach our 200th birthday. We must demonstrate by
our actions that we remain dediecated not only to freedom, equality and human
dignity but to a more just world. I have pledged the United States to seek to
promote this new spirit of constructive compromise in the United Nations. Others
must join ns.

As Britain's Representative to the United Nations, Ambassador Ivor Richard,
said in his address before the annual meeting of the Pilgrims of the United States
in New York January 22:

“Our task is to show that the interests of the developed and the developing
are complementary, not antagonistic. All must understand the realities which
limit the possibilities for action, and all must make a deliberate attempt to
find the common interest and act on it to a point where all can see that they
gain as well as give.”

Ambassador Richard has pointed out the only path to a truly effective United
Nations, one which can serve all members, regardless of size, wealth or aspira-
tions.

It is not the radical extremists of the right or the left who will draw the
blueprint of tomorrow's more just world order. There are thoughtful, responsible
representatives at the United Nations from every continent and in every group-
ing. We must join our own efforts to the wisdom and energy of these individuals
to pursue this goal—and in so doing revitalize the Organization.

Mr. Fraser. Thank yvou very much, Mr. Ambassador. Your state-
ment is very helpful and very forthright. I may add that our sub-
committee particularly appreciates the fact that you rushed from the
visit out of town to be with us today. We thank you for your special
consideration.

Our next witness is Prof. Hans Morgenthau of the New School
for Social Research in New York. I might add that Professor Morgen-
thau has been known to many of us as a realist in foreign policy and
as such he is to provide guidance for many of us who are in some very
critical years,
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We are delighted to have vou with nus. Professor.

STATEMENT OF HANS MORGENTHAU, PROFESSOR, NEW SCHOOL
FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH IN NEW YORK

Mr. MoreexTtrar. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
when Seeretary of State Cordell Hull reported to Congress on the
Moscow Conference of 1943, he declared that once the United Nations
was established “there will no longer be need for spheres of influence,
for alliances, for balance of power. or any other of the special arrange-
ments through which, in the unhappy past, the nations strove to safe-
graard their seeurity or promote their interests,”

Echoing these expectations, President F ranklin D. Roosevelt told
Congress on March 1, 1945, in his report on the Yalta Conference:

The Crimean conference . . . spells the end of the system of unilateral action
and exclusive alliances and spheres of influence and balances of power and all the
other expedients which have been tried for centuries—and have failed. We pro-
pose to snbstitute for all these a universal organization in which all peace-loving
nations will finally have a chance to join.

These expectations were disappointed. as they were bound to be, The
United Nationg, far from being a substitute for traditional power
politics, has become a new arena on which the old game of power poli-
tics is played out within a new institut ional framework and IIIItll‘l new
rules of procedure. Tt is. therefore. not surprising but it was inevitable
that all member states and groups of members states would try to use
the United Nations to protect and promote their particular national
interests.

The United States did this during the first decade of the United Na-
tions, when it and it allies dominated the Security Couneil and Gen-
eral Assembly. The so-called Third World nations are doing this today
with the support of the Soviet bloe. The drastic change in the member-
ship, which has more than doubled in the last two decades, and shifts
in the distribution of economic and political power are reflected in the
policies of the United Nations and the voting behavior of its members.

I'f this were the whole story, the United States would have no legal
or moral reason to complain. It would be entitled to regret the trend of
events adverse to its preferences and interests and use the provisions of
the charter to oppose it, as the Soviet Union did when 1t vetoed 109
resolutions of the Security Counecil with which it disagreed. However,
two new factors sharply distinguish the situation in which the United
Nations finds itself today from the one that prevailed when the influ-
ence of the United States was dominant.

In the latter situation the voting bloc dominated by the United
States reflected in considerable measure the actual distribution of
power in the world. A vote of the General Assembly reflected the inter-
ests, and was supported by the power, of a substantial segment of the
world community.

Today the core of a typical voting majority of the General Assembly
is composed of mini- states who are lac king in all or most attributes
of nationhood, who enjoy the semblance of sovereignty only by cour-
tesy of the world community, and who could not exist even in their
present precarious state without foreign subsidies. Their votes in the
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General Assembly do not represent, as such. a substantial interest of
the world community. nor are they supported by anything even faintly
approaching substantial power.

Resolutions which owe their main support to these mini-state votes
are either nothing more than rhetorical proclamations without tangi-
ble consequences or they serve the purposes of other powerful states
or groups of states, such as the Soviet and Arab blocs, who pay for
the voting support of the mini-states with economic and political aid.

The other new factor in the present situation is the ruthless use,
frequently oblivious of moral restraints and legal rules, which the
new majority has made of its power within the United Nations. The
General Assembly has passed for years, resolutions of dubious legality
or obvious illegality. The suspension of South Africa by the General
Assembly of 1974 is but the latest and most spectacular of a long
string of resolutions subordinating respect for fair play and the pro-
visions of the charter to whatever political adyantage can be ext racted
from the arbitrary use of voting power. That use is typically justified
by the violation of moral principles by a particular nation, in this case
the South African policies of racial discrimination.

The issue which is raised by this particular vote does not concern
the moral quality of the South African racial policies, but the moral
:llultht)ril'y of the General Assembly to pass such a moral judgment at
all.

It is a general moral, as well as legal principle, that the complainant
in such a case must come with clean hands, that is. that he must not be
cuilty of the same or worse contravent ions he complains of. Yet if the
majority of the General Assembly finds racial diserimination morally
unacceptable, how can it accept as members of the collective tribunal,
states which are gnilty not only of racial discrimination but of geno-
cide as public policy ?

We are here in the presence of a moral perversion which authorizes
states guilty of moral outrages of the first order to condemn and
punish other states guilty of a lesser contravention. Similarly, what
is the moral and legal position of a majority of the General Assembly,
who as members of the United Nations are committed to the sovereign
equality of all member states and who receive with thunderous ap-
plause the address of the head of the PLO, proclaiming his resolution
to destroy the state of Israel?

What. in the practices of the General Assembly, appears as moral
perversion, manifests itself in the stafling practices of the Secretariat as
a spoils system, pure and simple, without any moral pretense what-
soever. It was. of course, an illusion to expect that the international
civil servant employed by the United Nationsg could transcend by an
act of will the limits of his nationality in the form of values, loyalties,
ways of thinking, and acting.

There is. however, a fundamental difference between an international
civil servant trying. in spite of these national limitations, to serve the
international organization which employs him. and an international
civil servant who openly and without reservation attempts to use his
position for the purposes of his nat ion or a particular bloc of nations.

The national composition of the Secretariat of the United Nations
ghows, as of summer 1974, a disproportion in favor of the A rab bloe
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of nations, which cannot be considered to be accidental. That is par-
ticularly true of Egypt, Syria, Sudan, Tunisia. Iraq, and Lebanon.
The representation of Egypt is 238 percent above what it ought to be
in view of objective criteria, the excess for Syria is 66 percent; for
Sudan, 83 percent; for Tunisia, 66 percent; for Iraq, 71 percent; and
for Lebanon, 50 percent.

It stands to reason that these disproportions in favor of the mem-
bers of a particular bloc are not likely to be accidental. That conclu-
sion is reinforced by the fact that the Division of Personnel of the
Secretariat is dominated by representatives of the same bloc: the
Director of Personnel, with the rank of Under Secretary General, the
Deputy Director of Personnel and the special assistant to the Director
of Personnel are Arabs.

If one combines this extreme disequilibrium in the composition of
the Secretariat with the moral perversion which has come to the fore
in the General Assembly of 1974, one realizes to what extent the United
Nations has not only become the political instrument of certain bloes of
nations, but has for all practical purposes ceased to represent the
collective will of its membership according to the provisions of the
charter.

This decline of the United Nations faces the United States with a
dilemma. The United Nations, as presently operating, has become an
instrument of certain bloes of nations who use it on behalf of their
interests without regard for legal niceties and moral restraints, As
such, it neither contributes to the preservation of peace nor does it
support the interests of the United States. On the other hand. the na-
tions of the world need an international organization which is able
not only to contribnte to the preservation of peace by mitigating inter-
national conflicts, but also to aid in the solution of problems whose
causes and effects transcend the limits of the nation state,

The United Nations and its specialized agencies have. within rather
narrow limits, performed worthwhile tasks in these two major areas
of their competence. For instance, while there is no evidence that the
United Nations has prevented any war, there is nnmistakable evidence
to show that it has materially contributed to the shortening of four
wars: Indonesia in 1949, Palestine in 1949, Egypt in 1956, and Kash-
mir in 1965,

In view of the degeneration of the United Nations. it is tempting to
write off its past achievements and future potentialities and reconcile
oneself to the realization of the prophecy the late Secret ary General
U Thant made in 1965 ;

We are witnessing today, T feel, a definite reversal of the slow progress the
United Nations has made toward world stability and world peace. A further
drift in this direction, if not arrested in time, will mark the closing of a chapter
of great expectations and the heralding of a new chapfer in which the world
organization will provide merely a debating forum and nothing else,

However, at least for the time beine the Tnited States ought to
resist that temptation. For not only does the United States have an
interest in the proper operation of the United Nations and its spe-
cialized ageneies. but it has also considerable potential power to influ-
ence these operations. The elements of that power are essentially three-
fold. The United States still disposes of a substantial reservoir of good
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will. the accumulated capital of its past aspirations and achievements.
The United States is still a very powerful Nation to whose power many
nations owe much and from whose power they expect much.

More particularly, the United States is a financial mainstay of the
United Nations and many of its specialized agencies and ought to be
able to translate this financial position into political influence and
power. The United States ought to consider seriously the withdrawal
of its support from the United Nations only after its reform through
the use of American power and influence has definitely failed.

Thank vou.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Professor Morgenthau. That
was a very helpful statement.

Our final witness this afternoon is Dr. Luther Evans, president of
the World Federalists, U.S.A. T may add that we are especially pleased
to have you here, Dr. Evans, on behalf of an organization that shares
a lot of the responsibility for carrying on a public information and
education program about the U.N. system.

I understand that you are proposing to summarize part of your
statement.

STATEMENT OF LUTHER H. EVANS, PRESIDENT, WORLD
FEDERALISTS, U.S.A.

Mr. Evans. That’s right, sir.

Mr. Fraser. Fine. Why don’t you proceed.

Mr. Evaxs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, most of
what T have put in my statement has been covered in one way or an-
other by one or more of the other speakers. T am impressed by the
achieveinents of the United Nations and also of the specialized agen-
cies. T am also impressed by the handicaps they have suffered in the
past, by the refusal of many countries, including the United States and
other great powers and middle powers, to take seriously some of the
grievances of the world which the United Nations might have
attempted to do more about.

They have not taken seriously the provisions of the charter regard-
ing disarmament and they have not taken very seriously the provision
of the charter regarding the establishment of peace forces, the mili-
tary arrangements. They have not taken very seriously the question of
aid to underdeveloped countries. They have adopted great declarations
of aid, but the amount of aid that they have given has been very small
compared to the amount that was needed. And T think a lot of the
problems we face today come from an extreme expression on the part
of the less developed countries of a sense of injustice and a sense of
defeat, a sense of hopelessness at the failure of the great powers and
the other developed countries to take measures to improve their lot.

They have been the vietims of imposed low prices for raw materials.
They have been the vietims of increasingly high prices for the manu-
factured goods they must buy from the advanced countries. They have
suffered from trade arrangements which do not allow them to have
equal import rights with developed countries when it comes to manu-
factured and semimanufactured goods. They have been discontented




with the fact that the great powers and Tsrael have not carried out the
Security Council resolution of 1967.

They believe that the United States and Soviet Union are guilty of
many of the problems in that area by arming both sides and supporting
them for political reasons of their own rather than in the interests of
the people who live in the area.

I do not approve of the things which have been the objects of erit-
icism of the United Nations and UNESCO at this meeting, but I do
think that we must take into account more seriously than we have done
the demand of many countries for a new economic and social order,
which is supported by the way by a good many of the advanced coun-
tries as indicated at the Special Session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations which met last April.

I believe that the PLO is not a state, but also that the powers have
not satisfied the demands made in all of the great documents of the
Security Council respecting the rights of the refugee Palestinians. I
believe we will have to do more to respect these rights, and I recom-
mend that Arafat’s group be represented at the peace conference in
(Greneva,

I believe that our Government should support the creation of a West
Bank state for these people. And I do not deny the right of other
Palestinians to be represented at the peace conference. T think as long
as powerful states do not take seriously some of the objectives of the
charter, these people are not going to take seriously our charges that
they are breaking up our system of international law and government.

We must, as Mr. Scali says, negotiate with them. We must try to
rednce the confrontation. And I believe as we take seriously their point
of view, listen to them. try to meet their demands, they will moderate
their own demands and behavior. For instance, Mr. Arafat’s represent-
ative told a group in London recently that the Arab states, would, in
his opinion support the establishment of a West Bank Palestinian
state as suflicient recognition of the demands of Mr. Arafat and would
not go with him the rest of the way to destroy Israel as a Jewish state.

One word about UNESCO. T have a three-page statement here ex-
plaining what happened in UNESCO. The general view of what hap-
pened, particularly about the old city of Jerusalem, is inaccurate and
the general view of how Israel was excluded from the regional
European group of states is also generally inaccurate.

The UNESCO had protested for years since 1968 about excavations
in the city of Jerusalem. The executive hoard decided in 1974, with
only three Arabs on the Board, to condemn Israel for what it was
doing and its proposed resolution was the one that was passed at the
General Conference. It was an act of a body with very small Arab
representation, and did not result from an Arab-inspired political
campaign.

In the matter of depriving Israel of funds—only $24.000 was ap-
propriated in 1973-74—the Conference decided not to contribute any
funds in 1975-76 unless Israel comes into compliance with what the
Conference had deeided in 1972, and repeated in 1974.

Mr. Chairman, it is irresponsible in' my opinion to talk about aban-
doning the UTnited Nations. T think the lession is that we must take
our obligations under the charter much more seriously. These people
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who are causing concern will not go away just by depriving them of
the U.N. as an area in which to operate. The problems will grow
worse if they are not dealt with through the mechanism of the United
Nations and the specialized agencies.

I think that is enough for me to say at this time, Mr. Chairman,
except that 1 would like to call attention to a statement which has
been submitted to the committee by the Commission to Study the
Organization of Peace. This statement deals with the whole question
before us. I believe that copies have reacheéd the committee, and I
merely wish to say that I was asked by the chairman to speak a word
of endorsement of it. I was chairman of the executive committee which
drafted the statement, and think it is a very good one.

Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. Thank von very much, Dr. Evans. Is it your thought
that you would like that last report incorporated as part of your
statement ?

Mr. Evaxs. Mr. Chairman, T assnme that this has been received and
that Dr. Sohn has requested that it be put in the hearings. merely
was going to endorse it, but I think it would be quite relevant to in-
clude it as a document.

Mr. Fraser. Without objection

Myr. Evaxs. They have requested that, and T would like to endorse

the request.

Mr. Fraser. Your entire written statement will be put in the record
together with that document as well,

[ Prepared statement of Dr. Luther H. Evans follows :]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF DR, LurHER H., Evaxs, PRESIDENT oF WORLD
Frverarists, U.SA.

Chairman Fraser: Chairman Hamilton: Members of the Subcommittees: 1
am Luther Evans, President of World Federalists, U.S.A. 1 am here today to
speak in behalf of the World Federalists, but also with some reflection of my
service from 1953 to 1958 as Director-General of UNESCO—the United Nations
Fdueational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. And I shall also try to apply
to my comments some of the understanding of your concerns and interests
which I obtained as a result of my term from 1945 to 1953 as your Librarian
of Congress.

The issnes of United States participation in the United Nations and in
UNESCO are best appreciated if viewed in the context of a half century of pro-
longed effort to save humankind from war. The United States has in a very
real sense been the leader of this effort, though it refrained from full participa-
tion in the first tweo decades, and has been somewhat inconstant in the remain-
ing three decades,

It must be admitted by evervone, 1 believe, that withont the leadership of
President Wilson to comstruet an organization to prevent war, the League of
Nations would not have been born at the end of World War I, and also that
without the leadership of President Roosevelt the United Nations in its eventual
form would probably not have been created at the end of World War IL It seems
clear that the United States had more of a belief than other great powers that
a new effort to prevent war was worthwhile, and that conflicting ideals and
ambitions eonld be sufficiently reconciled to make such a creation more power-
fnl and comprehensive than the Leagune ever was. In this we were supported
strongly by small countries and more or less reluctantly by others.

A prevailing assumption of the day was that the vietorions great powers—
those given the permanent seats on the Seenrity Council—wonld agree on most
things of great impertance and act in the common interest in keeping the peace.
After all, they were allies in the greatest military conflict of human history.
This assumption has not preved out fully in practice, with eold war and limited
détente. Herein lies a main source of confliet and strife in the world of today.
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One of the more marked changes from the League which we see in the T.N.
and its allied organizations is founc

1 in the enormous range of their concern
in human affairs, including such matters as food, health, education, trade,
monetary relations, economic and social development, labor, full employment,
human rights, promotion of science and technology, aviation, weather, com-
munieations, copyrights, patents, enltural affairs, historieal preservation. and
applied research, as well as disarmament, peacekeeping, the development of
self-government in colonial lands, ete.

While the range of concerns is great, the depth of power is not. These agencies
provide mostly a location and mechanism for studying matters of common con-
cern, debating what shonld be done, deciding to reach agreements on particular
matters . ., . but not often by applying sovereign power against anyone, particy-
larly against anyone who doesn’t agree to new arrangements, In many of these
areas of activity many notable things have been achieved. Humankind is much
more a community than before, and the makings are present that could be used
to create a real world society.

The fly in the ointment is that the will to cooperate has not been strong
enough ; mutual appreciation of problems of others has not been strong enongh -
but short-range demands of national or group interest have been altogether too
strong. All of this has been made worse by a general failure to see clea rly that the
world as a whole has heen heading for disaster in matters of population growth,
resource depletion, and environmental deterioration. Add to this the revolution
of rising expectations, particularly by the more disadvantagzed portions of human-
ity, and the failure of the adva ntaged portions to respond adequately . . . and we
encounter a world coming apart at the seams.

Further compounding our dilemma is the lack of a sense of urgency in
solving numerons national grievances in Europe, Africa, the Middle East, and else-
where: reaction fo this insensitivity is now expressed in the strident and
extreme demands which are beyond the capacity of the international machinery of
cooperation to manage.

A particnlar tragedy of America’s

perspective on the world has always heen
our willingness to shut ont dissent . .

. to close our eyes and block onr ears fo dis-
to ignore the opinions of others than to

ional policies. The United Nations serves
most of all as a concentration of world opinions; it is a place to hear and be

heard. Tt can only serve our best advantage if we listen, and if we attempt to
respond. It can only harm us if we attempt in any way to shut off the forum, or to
ignore the voices. It wonld do us no good to take measures to restrict free expres-
sion at the United Nations,

The simple fact is that the 1974 General Assembly was a more perfect mirror
of the state of the world and the discontent of its peoples than we have before
had available.

Recent events are expressions of frustration over continuing conflicts and the
failure of the organized commnnity to adequately respond to human suffering
and repression. The economically disadvantaged came together in the Special
General Assembly last spring to demand a new economic order, as they had in
UNCTAD conferences at which they demanded a better deal in trade and fi-
nancial relations. Certain countries have found the weapon of oil prices and the
boycott as tools for a hetter bargain, and used the Middle East erisis to force the
point home. The nearly 30-vear old problem of unsatisfied demands on behalf of
the Palestinians afforded the steam for the Arafat spectacle: the problem of a
feeble policy against apartheid led to the radical acts against South Afriea.

Do I approve the breaches thus made evident? No, T do not. T merely say that
they have understandable origins, and that those origins must be dealt with .
or the manifestations will be repeated, and continue to compound the world's
difficulties.

What is the wise poliey for nations to pursue? I believe they shonld ‘Ple‘-vﬂh'
their sights and look more closely at the ways they should act in recognition of
their growing interdependence: the advantaged nations should recognize how
dependent they have been on taking advantage of less-advantaged nations, and
they should genuinely negotiate with them in finding a new balance hetween na-
tional interests on both sides, and with world interests: an_d _the ﬁisadmnmred
nations shonld realize that they sometimes have unrealistic views of what

spirations it is possible to realize in a brief span. .
5 ?“fr‘rmin Nmﬂlm. such as the Middle East, must be dealth with at onee, along
lines already laid down as long ago as 1967 : détente must be supported and

agreement. It has always been easier
accommodate them within our own nat
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st n»ng’tht-ned:_ Il.](e armaments race must be halted—and soon reversed: and
genuine negotiations must proceed on all the great problems which today afflict
humankind . . . including food scarcities, population pressures, energy shortages,
:rnur_chy of the seas, economic disparity and instability, arms proliferation and
raflicking, political repression, etc.

Our interests in the United Nations will not be best serve
actions to cut off funds, to lessen cooperation, to withdraw :
self-defeating aberrations, advocated by persons who are
or not very knowledgeable abont the obligations all of
create a workable human order on earth. We must not only cherish the institu-
tions we already have, but strengthen them, and indeed create new agencies or
sub-agencies to deal with the myriad of problems which we are only now begin-
ning to recognize. Our will must be strengthened also to obey the laws and
agreements already on the books, since disrespect of the obligations of law is
growing in international affairs as in domestic affairs, and the United States
participates in this portentous evil.

[May I take this opportunity to express our highest commendations to Chair-
man Fraser and Congressman Buchanan—and the many other members of the
subcommittees and the House—for their steadfast determination to right the
wrong of United States violation of United Nations Sanctions against Rhodesia.
The most fundamental principles of respect for international law hang in the
Lalance on this issue, You may be sure that World Federalists, U.S.A. stands with
you,]

Our national security cannot be guaranteed by arms, no matter how devastat-
ing or ingenious. It can be made more certain with far more modest armed
strength if accompanied by a more convineing respeet for our common interests,
a more consistent reliance on the institutions we have built for our mutual benefit,
and a more determined commitment to exploring new avenues for the resolution
of common problems.

These hearings have been convened to examine the controversies which char-
acterized the past year's sessions of the General Assembly and the General Con-
ference of UNESCO. But 1 suggest to you today that there is little to be gained
by prolonging the controversy and uncertainty of the year which is past. Let’s
look instead to what we ean do now. In the final analysis, the value of the
United Nations and other international machinery can be judged only on what
it accomplishes . . . and accomplishment can come only as the produet of initiative.
I snggest to you that we can turn the world’'s attention from the petty polities
of who gets a big white chair to creating new approaches to relieving human
suffering and averting war. _

Fven in a year so marked by controversy and disagreement as 1974. tha
accomplishments of the United Nations were far from insubstantial :

The U.N. mantained an effective peacekeeping operation in the Middle Fast
during repeated resurgences of tension and even frequent outbreaks of iso-
lated hostilities;

The U.N. renewed its peacekeeping operations on Cyprus, and employed
its forces with distinction to lessen the effects and intensification of open
combat on a newly-torn island ;

The U.N, undertook the first concerted global effort to examine the world
economie situation and system, with the Sixth Special Session of the Gen-
eral Assembly producing both a new understanding of economie problems
and a specific Charter on the Economie Rights and Duties of States:

The U.N. undertook the first concerted global examination of the earth’s
population growth, with the World Population Conference producing a de-
tailed Plan of Action and serving as a focus and generator for publie informa-
tion and education in all countries ;

The U.N. responded to the worldwide scarcity of food supplies, with re-
spect to both the immediate crisis and to long-range planning and manage-
ment, with the World Food Conference ending with the ereation of new in-
stitutions and systems for food planning and distribution, and also serving
as a vital focus for public awareness ;

The U.N. continued its efforts to negotiate a revised law of the sea, inelud-
ing the creation of new international administrative and conservation insti-
tutions for the protection and best-exploitation of the living and mineral
resources of the oceans . . . with a strong consensus reached on basie prin-
ciples which now requires only translation into treaty language ;

d by threats and
such measures are
either not interested in
us wmust fulfill if we are to
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And the U.N. pursued development of the United Nationgs University as a
source for worldwide cooperative research and problem-examination to re-
solve global ehallenges.

We of World Federalists, U.S.A. look to the United Nations and its related
agencies as the channel for exploring and developing new institutions and more
productive applications of existing institutions to cope with the Great Crises of our
era. The role of the United States in creating an international response to the
realities of interdependence is crueial, Our country, a continental storehouse of
natural and human resources, has been the least severely affected by these
erises, and thus has a special obligation and ability to offer leadership in develop-
ing new institntions and policies,

We therefore call upon the U'nited States to :

(1) Re-assert the 1967 U.N. resolutions as the objectives of United States
efforts in the Middle East: acknowledge that a lasting solution of the confliet
requires the establishment of a new state on the West Bank which would respect
the rights of its inhabitants and its neighbors ; and seek the acceptance of repre-
sentatives of the Palestine Liberation Organization as participants in the Geneva
peace conference and any other negotiations.

(2Z) Reduece onur wasteful expenditure for armaments, which inerease the poten-
tial for nueclear and conventional confrontation : impose restrietions on our own
indiseriminate trade in arms and milltary training and technology ; and inten-
sify onr efforts—through both bi-lateral channels and multi-lateral collective
security proposals under the auspices of the United Nations—to achieve mntnal
reductions in armaments leading eventually to universal nuclear and conven-
tional disarmament.

(3) Lead in international efforts to respond to hoth the short-term and long-
term aspects of the world food erigis, by making available immediately several
million additional tons of grain for distribution throngh multi-latera]l agencies,
by compensating the hardest-hit nations for the disproportionate amount of capi-
tal resonrces whieh they have had to expend to purchase emergency food-stuffs
at commercial rates, and by supporting the widest possible development of the
role of the new World Food Conneil as a planning and administrative agency
for technological assistance and reserve management.

(4) Recognize the right of each country to govern the exploitation of the
natural resources within its jurisdiction, but promote negotiation between con-
snmer and producer countries to arrive at agreements concerning equitable
ficcess and fair compensation,

(5) Beek the ereation of a new United Nations Energy Administration to coor-
dinate the research and development of new and expanded sonrces of energy,
and to assist in assuring that the legitimate needs of all conntries are fMlfilled.

(6) Seek a new regime for the oceans which ean proteet hoth the living re-
sonrees and the ecomomic Interests of all states in the exploitation of fisheries
and minerals, and which will also provide for a direct revenue source for the
financing of United Nations development programs. Maost particularly, it is im-
perative that the Congress not andermine the eurrent international efforts to
negotiate an oceans treaty by passage of any legislation which would nnilate-
rally extend United States jurisdiction or otherwise preempt the colleetive objec-
tives of the Law of the Sea Conference,

(T) Beek the strengthening—through regulatory and enforeement powers—of
existing international institutions which are attempting to protect the earth's
ecosystem from the effects of insensitive and damaging national and private
practices,

(8) Reassert and expand our commitment to economic and social development,
which requnires hetter terms of trade and a greater transfer of resources to the
low-income conntries; and specifically to seek a massive new internationally-ad-
ministered program to alleviate the economic and social represgion of the world's
poor,

(9) Seek the establishment by the United Nations of basic conditions and
standards to govern bi-lateral and multi-lateral assistance with respect to need,
terms, form, administration, donor responsibilities and limits, recipient respon-
sibilities and limits, ete. (It is an nnfortunate ecirenmstance of American aid
that we have been the most manipulative and ostentatious, frequently resulting
in the nndermining of multi-lateral efforts and programs of other countries, and
also frequently resulting in a net-counterproductivity of the aid program. I have
been advocating the adoption of bagie standards for nearly two decades now ; I
hope this simple measure is not far from realization.)
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(10) Reassert a greater concern for human rights in the formulation of our
national policies in bi-lateral and multi-lateral relations; join in supporting
and observing—concrete measures to advance the principles of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights; promote a greater consistency in the “proe-
lamation” and combat of vielations of huwman rights; and seek both an iwproved
investigatory eapacity and wider definitions of the role and authority of inter-
national legal machinery such as the World Court,

(11) Renew efforts to improve the capacity of the United Nations to respond
to international armed contlict by assisting in the separation of hostile forces
and in the implementation of organized approaches toward contliet resolution.

If the United States would offer leadership in these initiatives, I can assure
you that the rest of the delegates at the United Nations would have little time
and even less interest—in pursuing the kind of activities which so disconcerted
us during 1974.

I pledge to you the unrelenting support of World Federalists, U.8.A. in the
pursuit of these objectives as basic tenets of the global policies of the United
States. It is a campaign which we shall attempt to carry to all otficers and agen-
cies of Government, and to all elements of public society. Our comunitment is to
a better-managed world.

Congressman, if you would allow me two disgressions :

First, Chairman Hamilton, I would like to mention to you that shomld you
soon be giving further study to the situation in the Middle East, you may wish
to call upon our Honorary President, Norman Cousing (editor of Saturday Re-
view), who has just returned from New Delhi where he presided over the
Quadrennial Congress of the World Association of World Federalists, from
which he retired as President at the session. On his return trip, Norman Cousins
stopped in the Middle East for a very interesting series of conversations with
government officialg, his assoeiates in the public media, and also such political
leaders as Yasir Arafat. T am sure he could offer you some valuable, up-to-date,
insights on the situation.

And second, may I note that the Annual Report on the General Assembly by
our World Federalist Representative at the United Nations, Donald F. Keys
will shortly be available through out World Federalist Educational Fund. This
Report includes a review of all proceedings, commentary on the causes and im-
plications of various actions, and our annual Voting Record of all states. We
will be taking the liberty, Congressmen, of sending this very useful Report to
all Members of Congress for their perusal, I am sure you will find it highly in-
formative, authored by an experienced and recognized observer of the U.N.
scene . . . Don Keys is often referred to as “the 139th Ambassador™!

A ComMmENT o UNESCO's AcrioNns REGARDING TSRAEL
{By Luther H, Evans, Director General of UNESCO, 1953-58)

The General Conference of UNESCO, at its 18fh Sessgion (Oetoher-November
1974). voted on three ameudments to a resolution defining the membership of
the European Regional Grouping as ineluding only member states whose prin-
cipal territory was in Europe. The first amendment was to include the United
States, which was accepted by teller vote; the second was to include Canada,
which was algo accepted: and the third was to include Israel, which resulted
in a tie vote (30-30). A roll call vote was then taken, and the proposed amend-
ment was lost. The impaect of the vote is quite limited, since every member state
has the right to be represented at any UNESCO meeting, at least in the role of
observer.

The General Conference also considered the persistent violation by Israel of
numerous resolutions and decisions of the General Conference and the Execu-
tive Board in earlier vears regarding archaeological excavations in the Old City
of Jernsalem. The General Conference in 1972, for instance, disapproved “of the
econtinuation by Tsrael of archaeological excavations in Jerusalem,” and urgently
called again upon Israel:

“{a) to take the necessary measures for the serupulous preservation of
all sites. bunildings and other cultnral properties, especially in the Old City
of Jerusalem ; .

“(b) to desist from any alteration of the features of the City of Jerusalem ;

“(¢) to desist from any archaeological excavations, the transfer of enl-
tural properties and any alterations of their features or their cultural and
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historie character, particnlarly with regard to Christian and Islamic reli-
gious sites;

“(d) to adhere scrupulously to the provisions of the Convention for the
Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict (The Hague,
1954) and of the above-mentioned resolutions.”

In 1974, the Executive Board of UNESC noted that Israel “persists in not
complying with the relevant resolutions, and fthat its attitude prevents the Or-
ganization from undertaking the mission which is incumbent upon it under the
terms of the Constitution.” It further decided to submit the mafter to the Gen-
eral Conference, 'The General Conference passed the resolution which has caused
the adverse publicity. It contained no new idea except to disallow any funds to
assist Israel in mattérs of cultural preservation, ete., until it is found to be in
compliance with UNESCO's expectations, The amount for this purpose in the
two years 1973-74 was $24,000,

One might argue about the substance of UNESCO's efforts in this matter of
cultural preservation, but one could hardly blame the vote of the General Con-
ference on an Arab-inspired political campaign.

There was another resolution instructing the Director-General to supervise
Israel's edueational program for Arab children in Israeli schools which seems
confunsed and inoperative, hut which does reflect considerable hostility to some
aspects of that country’s educational policy. The merits of the complaint are
unknown to me.

All T feel competent to recommend as to the United States attitude is that
we shounld try to use our influence to resolve the conflicts here, and cer-
tainly the most important objective is the bringing of peace to the area. A gen-
eral attack on UNESCO, or withholding cooperation in pursuit of most of its
programs, or cutting off funds, would seem to be unjustified, and in the long
run contrary to our own world objectives and national interests. One might as
well elose schools until adolescent gangs stop fighting, as a means of punishing
them and teaching them better behavior.

Mr. Evaxs. Thank you.
Mr. Fraser. Now. one of the comments I have seen that has emanated

from some of the countries’ spokesmen who take exception to our con-
cern about what was happening in the General Assembly was to point
to the U.S. position throngh the years in denying mainland China
the Chinese seat in the United Nations. They point to that as a U.S.
hypoerisy, a U.S. failure to honor, in effect, the realities of the situa-
tion and to suggest that we don't come into the debate with clean

hands.

They have other illustrations as well, but that is one in particular
which I recall was in the statements they made. T think it was made
in the General Assembly. I wonder what the view of the witnesses
might be on that version by other countries, that while we may com-
plain about what has happened, there are, I assume they would say,
equal complaints to be made by them about the U.S. positions in the
past and our actions within the U.N. bodies.

Ambassador Scarr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take that question,
if I may. I am not going to defend every decision that every past arl-
ministration has made in the area of foreign policy.

As a newsman, when T had great wisdom, I happened to believe that
the People’s Republic of China deserved to be represented in the United
Nations and that it was an error on the part of the United States to seek
to prevent this,

However, if you recall, the Chinese themselves imposed a very
important. condition. It was not only that they should be admitted,
but that simultaneously that the Government on Taiwan should be
ejected. T am st ill not persunaded that the United Nations acted with all
of the wisdom possible when it decided that in order to admit the
Chinese Republie, it should ejéct the Government on Taiwan.
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I believe it is a strong functioning Government and that at a mini-
mum it deserved to represent the people on Taiwan. So there 1s some-
thing to be said for that argument. But I submit to you that we face
the present and we look toward the future.

Mr. Fraser. Do either of the other witnesses want to comment on
that?

Dr. Evans.

Mr. Evans. T think Ambassador Scali has made a good point. The
position I took about 15 years ago was that there must be two Chinas
in the U.N. because it seemed to me that the U.N. should recognize the
fact of a prolonged realistic situation, and it seemed to me there are two
Chinas and the U.N. ought to recognize the facts rather than try to
spin out doctrines of sovereignty being undecided and that sort of
thing. I agree with Ambassador Scali that it is too bad that the Assem-
bly threw out the Republican Government of China.

I think it is just as fair to have two governments in China as it
is to have two Germanys, which we have come around to. I think
it would be fair to have two Koreas and two Vietnams in the U.N.
without prejudice to the unification later of those countries.

I think we must recognize the situation as a fact, and I think that
we should stand on the ground which Thomas Jefferson stood on—
he laid down two principles for recognition of a government: One,
that it was able to maintain itself or gave promise of being able to
maintain itself; second, that it would agree to fulfill its interna-
tional obligations.

We have departed from those principles in the past, beginning with
Woodrow Wilson, who said he would not recognize a government that
doesn’t come into power by democratic methods, Well, we abandoned
that a long time ago, and we have tried to introduce certain other
criteria later on.

The United States took the position for a while that communist
China shounld not be recognized because it fought a war against the
United Nations. Well, that is a new principle. Germany and Italy
and Japan could also be said to have fought a war against what called
itself in those days the United Nations, after January 1, 1942, at any
rate. And still they were welcomed back.

So I think that was a fallacious argument,

Ambassador Scarr. I would just like to make one additional com-

ment, Mr. Chairman, and that is that in the present situation one
must hope that as a result of the Shanghai communique of 1972 that
we can proceed to normalize our relations with the People’s Govern-
ment in Peking, and that the People’s Government in turn and the
government on Taiwan can have the kind of friendly discussions that
will eventually lead to a peaceful solution to this problem.
_ Mr. Fraser. Mr. Morgenthau, you referred to the personnel hiring
in the T.N. Secretariat and pointed to the inordinate number of Arab
citizens who have been employed. In relation to the Third World, the
Arab community of nations is still a fairly small proportion if one
takes the entire Third World. Is there evidence that the fact that
there may be an inordinate number of Arab citizens employed by
the Secretariat has been a factor in any of the political decisions of
cither the General Assembly or any of the other U.N. bodies?

48-890—75—3
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Mr. MoreenTHAU. It is very difficult to say what goes into the malk-
ing of a decision of a collective body, but the coincidence of the two
facts, of certain decisions of the General Assembly and of the one-
sided staffing of the Secretariat, gives one food for thought. I mean
there is no way of proving any proposition one way or the other. It
is in the nature of things.

Mr. Fraser. Just as a follow-on question, is it likely—or maybe the
Ambassador knows—that if one looked at the Third World in general
as to whether they are overrepresented or underrepresented.

Mr. MorgExTHAU. The Third World is underrepresented.

Mr. Fraser. Underrepresented ?

Mr. MoreeENTHAU. Is underrepresented, I would say.

Mr. Evaxs. Mr. Chairman, may I say a word about an interna-
tional secretariat, since I headed ome for several years, that of
UNESCO, and it operates under the same general principles as the
Secretariat of the United Nations. That is, all the staff members are
sworn to put the interests of the organization above that of their own
nations.

Member states are asked not to try to influence members of the staff
or to put pressure on them, some words of that kind. And I found
in UNESCO—T have never been on the staff of the U.N., so I can’t
speak of that—it was easy to develop a genuinely international spirit
in the staff if there was strong administration and if there was fair
administration, and if people were trusted to talk to their govern-
ments without fear of reprisal.

When I first appointed a number of Soviet citizens to the staff.
some of the employees came running to me and said:

Well, these chaps report all the time to the Soviet Embassy.

I said:

Well, T have seen a lot of the Americans go to the Ameriean Embassy and
a lot of the Frenchman talk to the Foreign Office and a lot of the British talk
to their Foreign Office,

I said :

T like that. T think it is a wonderful thing for them to keep in touch with
their governments because we don't have any secrets here, so what they will
tell them will be in our favor more than against us,
and I welcomed this kind of relationship.

But on the question of loyalty to the organization as against their
government, there was very little that I could discern that wasn't
loyalty to the organization, Now, one of the great values, however, of
geographical distribution is that all of us are bound by our cultural
upbringing, This may not be a national thing. Tt may be a Western
culture, advanced nation culture, a Moslem culture, or whatever it may
be, So that from the standpoint of getting a good mixture of world at-
titudes in the Secretariat, it is very important to have geographical
distribution, and I know that it is impossible to have it be completely
fair.

We have got a lot of formulas for it. Some is number of bodies. some
is a combination of bodies plus grades, how high one is in the hierar-
chy. I never was able to find anything that was entirely suitable, There
are always problems of geographical distribution. =
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For instance, in my time in UNESCO the Indians and Pakistanis
were more overrepresented than most any other country, but 1 didn’t
consider it a distortion of our program. And it doesn't necessarily
result that there is a distortion in the number of the stafl. 1 suppose
the greatest distortion of the staff might be the pressure of so many
Americans at the U.N.. since so many of the clerks are Americans.
The Americans ave overstaffed in the United Nations, just as they were
understaffed in UNESCO, and the French and British overst affed.

I just want to make these few remarks. I don’t think that the loyalty
or competence of the staffs of these organizations is among their great
problems.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Buctaxax, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

T would like to join in thanking our distinguished witnesses for their
very valuable testimony and say if John Secali’s degree of wisdom is
typical of that of the fourth estate, we are in much better condition
in this country than I thought we were in the quality of our report ing
and editorial comment.

Ambassador Scarr. Mr. Congressman, if I may, I think it is.

Mr. Buemaxax. Now, I think Professor Morgenthau in his very clo-
quent way, and our colleague Lester Wolff also, have succinctly pointed
up some of the deficiencies of the U.N. organization and some of the
reactions that I think are shared by a great many people in this coun-
try to those deficiencies.

Personally T don’t really care whether a United Nations organiza-
tion is oood, bad, or indifferent. T am not sure what I think about that.
I tend to agree with Winston Churchill abont democracy being the
worst form of government except for all the other kinds, and I am not
certain that I think any government is particularly much more than a
necessary evil.

There might be more peace, less war, more progress, and certainly
less confusion if we just did away with all the governments there are,
and the same may be true of the U.N. organization. There certainly are
problems where the wealth and strength in the world are not
adequately reflected in the way the voting is structured, for example.
But regardless of the degree of purity or goodness or badness of the
U.N. organization, T think the real point for American citizens is: do
you believe that this is an instrument within which we can work to
serve those purposes in the world and to reach for those goals in the
world that we believe to be right, an instrument that is more valuable
to have than not to have, and if this is the case, will onr interests be
served, for example, by cutting our budget contribution to the U.N.
organization in response to that which we consider either wrong or
downright out of step with the charter of the TT.N.? '

Ambassador Scarr. Well, Congressman Buchanan, first of all. thank
you for your remarks. T am not sure I have an answer yet to what the
considered Government position should be that we propose to the
Congress on the steps that should follow since last December. The
actions that were taken during the 29th Assembly were ones which, if
not unprecedented and were at a minimum in some cases unconstitu-
tional and did violate the charter—I spoke up on December 6 on be-
half of our Government to say we regarded this ag a very serious
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matter and that it eroded the purpose and prestige of the charter and,
indeed, the support of the American people who demand a sense of
fairplay when we consider complicated problems.

We do not expect to win every battle, but we want to know what
the rules are, and we wish to expect that the results be determined by
who best carries out the rules and who has the most logiec on his side.
We have taken an action as a result of the wisdom of Congress in deny-
ing funds to UNESCO.

[ recognize that this amounts to an illegal action and it is against
international law, because we have accepted under the rules and the
Founding Articles of UNESCO the obligation to meet all the assess-
ments that are levied on us. But I am not going to sit here and tell you
that you were wrong.

T think that the action that was taken despite some other interpreta-
tions, was at least partly a political reprisal against a member state.
I fully recognize that there is a history involved in the UNESCO
matter where Israel could with some justifieation be aceused of looking
after the monuments which were of importance to Jews and perhaps
not sufficiently paying equal attention to the Moslem and Arab
monuments.

Mr. Evans. And Christian, Mr. Scali.

Ambassador Scari. Well, if you will just permit me to finish that,
1 was going to get to that.

My, Evaxs. Exeuse me. I beg your pardon, sir.

Ambassador Scarr, We recognize that Jerusalem is of great im-
portance to all three religions and that the Pope has spoken up about
the need for increased Israeli attention to some of the shrines which
are of importance to the Catholic religion. But T am not sure that at
this particular time that the action that was taken did not reflect a
degree of vindictiveness against Israel for the October war, nor do I
believe that the action that was taken will necessarily lead to the kind
of remedial action which T and others would like to see.

And o T say that. of conrse. the U.S. Government will seek in keep-
ine with the action of Congress to persuade the Executive Board to
resolve this matter in friendly conversations with the Government of
Tsrael. and T wonld hope that we can go on from that point, because I
do believe that UNESCO continues to perform an important inter-
national purpose, and T am also very much alarmed at the alienation
of much of the intellectnal community in the Western World. and
indeed many of the apinionmakers, this kind of action in this kind of a
setting beeanse I do not helieve that anv ageney in the United Nations
f‘:}‘lu_”_\' should be made a tool of }Itr“ﬁl":]! I'i'}]l‘i:-i'.ﬂ.

Mr. Bucaaxax. I think where I have problems is in deciding when
by our actions we are actually helping to effectively combat unaceept-
able acts within the U.N, or when we are simply taking actions that.
in the long run, are against our own interests. T would again ask, do
von feel that we should cut our share to the U.N. budget, that we
ent our funding?

There will be substantial pressure, I assume, in the Congress for
that to be done, or there may be. I am really interested even in the
present context if that appears to be something that is going to serve
onr national interest.




Ambassador Scarr. Let me make clear I am not pmpmm_. advocat-
ing, or indicating in any way that we should give less to the U N. sys-
tem and its fdmll\' of agencies than we have in the past. Let’s go witl
this as starters,

I strongly suspect, however, that we may be getting some advice on
this from Members of the C ongress, and 1 will tell you, as I say now,
that we are legally committed ”I‘lll sy international law in most m the
United Nations agencies of which we are a member, to provide the 25
percent which all countries believe should be our maximum share, and
1 would think that in areas such as the United Nations development
program, for example, that there is ample reason for inereasing our
assistance.

I also think that it would be wise and indeed perhaps indispen:
to increase the amount to be set aside for UNRRA, the agency which
looks after the Arab refugees in many camps of the Middle East, so
1 want my |1rJ.~"|l' ion to be l‘ll':l!‘]_\' understood.

Mr. Bucuaxan. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. Does any other witness want to comment on Mr.
Buchanan’s questions ?

Mr. MorgENTHAU. I might comment on two points: First, the --.-".rn
of rmmi]mlinn S, ]' would advocate that the United States fulfill i
legal obligations, but do nothing beyond them. The kind of generosity
we have shown in the past, 1 think, would lend itself now to misinter-
]~!'-"'.E‘ru” if we were to continue it.

You should do what you are legally required to, but no more. As

s the action of the UNESCO is concerned. I have in front .
from the reports of the highly qualified archeologist

a ||.I‘.

to Israel to report to the Secretarv (zeneral of i'..":-'.“'l'"'

ho came back with reports most flattering to the Israeli GGovern-
the Secretary General of UNESC(O has support
].1' Monde last November those re ports after '1.
re is very little, if any. evidence that there is any
],1 1S Im l.‘-m actions which UNESCO has taken.

Mr. Evaxs, Mr, Chairman, I am not qualified to know wh
excavations Israel has made are in substance rieght or wrong
thing that I was trying to indicate was that Israel had ref
cept the views of the UNESCO General Conference, ifs i

th
1

:
d

[ wWere

12 II 1:r'||n

Board, and its Director General as to the legality, of \\'fl...
doing. That was the only point. Under the conference at Tl
ii. 1954 .1'|t} the Convention on the Protection of l'E:]illl il Property
in Time of Armed Conflict, no country may excavate for archeological
purposes in an occupied territory. The merits are irrelevant.
- Mr. Buonanax, 1 think the kind of question that disturbs
simply this. Our nh]i;::ltinn isn’t due until July of 1975, but
haven't paid it by April 30, 1976, we lose our vote, and then we can’t
represent our interest or .lll\lunl\ interest. Without in any way 1-'\1
ing anything other than the strongest disapproval of the action taken
by UNESCO. I wonder whether this is the most productive response
for our country.

Ambassador Scart. Mr. Congressman, if I may, you bring up a most
important point, because Israel has not propos sed in any way to cease
r end its contributions to UNESCOQ. The United States, as T under-
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stand it. would be the only one which would indicate a desire to do so.
I would favor a full and active and continuing membership in
UNESCO so that as part of the 40-man Executive Board and with
the leadership of the new Director, Mike Amphiol, we can work out a
reasonable compromise on this. There is to be a meeting of the Execu-
tive Board. if 1 recall correctly, on May 5 in Nairobi, and hopefully
this matter can be considered anew at this high level.

Mr. Bremaxan. I wonder about the exclusion of Israel from the
regional group. T wonder if you would comment on that.

Ambassador Scarr. I find this decision that was taken by the Execu-
tive Board. which to me is of the most questionable legality becaunse
in the past, even though it has been difficult to become a member of a
regional group because it, in turn, depends on the membership, that
I find myself more deeply disturbed by this. There are no set guide-
lines for determination of the composition of regional groups. Nor-
mally, the determination is essentially geographic and rests with the

her members of the geographie area concerned.

I'his is the practice in the U.N. itself. For example, Cuba has nor-
mally occupied Latin American seats, but in recent years when it could
not cet Latin American endorsement, it has on at least one ocecasion
occupied an East European seat with the consent of the East
Europeans.

Another example is Turkey. When this was enlarged in 1957, one
of the regions specified was “Western European and Other.” The
“Other.,” with the agreement of the West Europeans, was to cover
states either not following naturally into or not acceptable to any
other regional group. Included in the first category were Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, and in the second, South Africa and Israel.
However. Israel has never wished to be considered a Western Euro-
pean in that sense and has not participated in that group in the United
Nations itself, preferring to be accepted as a Middle Eastern or Asian,
but o far unable to achieve this.

The history of the Western European group is, however, not. neces-
sarily relevant to UNESCO. For example, UNESCO has a European
group both includingWestern Europeans and Eastern Europeans un-
Jike any other body. It rests with UNESCO to determine its own poli-
cies with respect to regional groupings. However, on the key vote that
we are talking about here, if I recall correctly, the General Conference
on 21 November denied an Israeli -motion to include Tsrael in
UNESCO’s BEuropean regional group, 38 yes, which included the
United States, 44 no, and 33 abstaining with 31 absent.

And UNESCO has recently emphasized regional conferences of all
other member states not in the regional group, that is. the United
States and Canada were each for the first time included in the Euro-
pean regional group. That is an overly long explanation and it is very
complicated. but T find this the kind of action that is the kind that I
would more deplore than the other where I believe that there can be
some kind of case made for whether Tsrael did or did not do all it
could to protect the religious monuments.

Mr. Fraser. Do any other witnesses have a comment on that
question?

\fr. Fovaxs. Mr. Chairman, just a legal point of minor character.
Althoneh Israel is not a member of the regional group according to
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this vote of UNESCO—and there is some question whether Euro-
peans couldn’t go ahead and ask them to join their regional group.
I haven’t looked into the legality of that—every member state has the
right to send a 1-9presm1t:1t.i\'c to any UNESCO meeting and if tln;.y
aren’t a full participant, they can be represented by an observer. I will
give you an example.

"~ 1 want to emphasize the point that Israel can still attend any
UNESCO meeting, whether it is in the region or not. And the Unit ed
States has frequently done that. 1 represented the United States at a
meeting of African national commissions in Uganda on one occasion.
I wasn't a regular participant, neither was the Soviet representative
who sat by me, but we were there as observers and we were asked
toward the end to make a few remarks.

Mr. Fraser. My, Morgenthau.

Mr. MorcexTiAw. I don’t think T have anything else.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Bonker.

Mr. Boxger. Mr. Ambassador, of course, any world legislative body
by its scope and complexity will have its share of problems, and in my
siiort 4 weeks in the Congress I have received a great deal of mail about
the United Nations, most of which urges that we leave the United
Nations. But I am concerned that in your December 6 statement and
vour testimony today, which is shared by others on the panel, that
referred to by Mr. Morgenthau as the moral perversion and degenera-
tion of the United Nations, that we are reaching a point where we
must seriously analyze whether or not we should stay in the United
Nations. In fact, Mr. Morgenthau said that the United States ought
to consider seriously the withdrawal of its support from the United
Nations if these reforms aren’t adopted or if they fail.

[ would like to know, No. 1 do you share that view? Do you feel
that the matter is so serious that the United States should consider
withdrawing from the United Nations; and, No. 2, is the United States
developing a program of very specific steps that we could take to make
it more palatable for the United States to stay in?

Now we have just gone through basic reforms in the Congress that
wonld have appeared impossible a few months ago, and I am not
suggesting that we reform the United Nations, but I am wondering
if there is a realm of possibility to make it more responsive to the
United States.

Ambassador Scarr. Mr. Congressman, thank you.

[ am aware of the kind of mail that you are receiving, too, and I
find it somewhat uncomfortable to be embraced by those who say, let
us pull out of the United Nations, because that has never been my
position, is not my position now, nor will it be in the future.

In my December 6 speech I said very firmly and very clearly, I
thonght, that T am not proposing that the United States turn its back
on the United Nations because we have lost a series of battles. T said
in my Boston speech, reversing the current trend toward division and
confrontation in the United Nations does not depend on our efforts
alone, however. I am convinced that we must walk the extra mile to
overcome suspicion.

We are not the guardians of the status quo. We are proud of our
heritage as a revolutionary country which seeks to promote freedom.
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Some may question whether the flame of liberty burns as bright as we
approach our 200th birthday. We must demonstrate by our actions
that it does. that we remain dedicated not only to freedom, equality and
human dignity, but to a more just world.

I have pledged the United States to promote this new spirit of con-
structive compromise in the United Nations, but others must join us if
we are to succeed. I hope that answers your question.

Mr. Boxxer. Thank you.

Mr., Fraser. Mr. Gilman.

I hope the witnesses will respond to any quest ions whether directed
to them or not.

Mr. MorcexTHAT. If T may say a word, I agree with the Ambas-
sador as far as the present is concerned. I would not commit myself, if
I had to make any decision, for the future. I could visualize a situa-
tion in which T would regard it to be against the interests of the United
States on moral grounds to eontinue support of, or even membership
in. the United Nations.

I would also say there is a difference between support and mem-
bership. ¥ou can separate yourself, you can play an mactive role and
remain a member, and you can forego membership altogether, As far
as the future is concerned, I would keep the threat of American dis-
engagement from the United Nations over the heads of the leaders of
the new majority and would expect a beneficial result from such a
political action.

Ambassador Scarr. If T could just add something to that, Mr.
Moreenthau. I believe that it must be understood by all members of
the United Nations that when I spoke out on behalf of our Govern-
ment on December 6 that I was not making any threats to withdraw,
but that I was expressing a profound sense of disillusion at some of
the extra-legal, unprecedented, and illegal actions that had been taken
and it was meant as a friendly warning that we would hope that the
excesses that we had witnessed in the 20th session would not be re-
peated because if they were, in any reassessment the record of the
United Nations after these words had been said, would have to be
taken into account. and indeed T would expect that Congress perhaps
would be very strongly adviging us in what direction to move.

Mr. Boxker. Do you anticipate that the 30th session will be similar
to the 20th?

Ambassador Searr. Congressman Bonker, T can’t tell you. I have'in
the past several weeks expressed a complete readiness to begin the kind
of intensive discussions which T would hope would precede compro-
mise, accommodation, and conciliation. It now depends on whether
the modern and responsible leaders of the Third World recognize this
as a sincere invitation to engage in this kind of dialog,

I am hopeful that some are beginning to recognize this and that
they understand that the United States is prepared to come to the table
with a desire to find the kind of solution that all can accept, but the
answer to that will not be known for several months yet.

We have a special session of the Assembly which is to begin about
September 1, one which will again be chaired by President Bouteflika
in advance of the regular Assembly session, which will begin abont
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September 21, so there is much work ahead of us in the way of
consultation. : " 3
These will be confidential and I hope conducted in a spirit of com-
an’t forecast right now where we are gomng to g0 ex-
easing readiness, 1
o

promise, but 1 ¢ s :
cept that I do detect an improving spirit and iner
think. to discuss responsible as against doctrinaire solutions.

Mr. Evaxs. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to say that from much more
fragmentary evidence than Ambassador Scali has, I think that l!v 18
correct in his analysis, that there is a disposition to mellow a bit. I
was talking with one African chief delegate a few weeks ago at a
private party and he said they had gone too far and that they were
going to take, as far as his group of countries are concerned, a more
moderate stance in the future.

Now one swallow doesn’t make a summer, but the delegate’s remarks
point in the same direction, and I think he spoke for several west
African countries.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Gilman.

Mr. Griaran. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen. T want to join my colleagues in welcoming you here and
thank you for your expression of opinion, particularly I would like
to add my compliments to the many that you received, Ambassador
Seali, for your succinet statement before the [nited Nations, which I
think reflected not only your thinking but the thinking of the Amer-
ican public, and T know it certainly reflected the thinking in my own
recion where, if I were to take a vote today, there would be, instead
of the usnal minority interested in criticizing the U.N. as in days gone
by, there would be a strong majority seeking our Nation’s removal
from the United Nations.

You have talked of the tyranny of the majority and you note that
we have been a host country and have been a substantial financial con-
tributor and an active participant. You have aroused a great amount
of debate in the U.N. and hopefully have aroused it to such an extent
that they took a good inward look:

Do you see some hope for refrom? Do you see any movement toward
reform? Not just a hope for reform. but do you see some actual re-
form with regard to structure and voting and their manner of consid-
eration of some of the major issues that are before the United Nations?

Ambassador Scart. Mr. Congressman, thank you very much for your
comments. T am hoping more for a change in attitude than I am for
reform in the actual rules and/or charter of the organization. One of
the resolutions that was passed by the current Assembly was to ap-
point a 42-nation ad hoc committee to consider changes in the struc-
ture of the United Nations.

As vou undobutedly know, the United States and Britain, France
and. believe it or not. the Soviet Union, are all on the same side on
this. Thev believe that the current charter is a pretty good one and
that particularly as it delineates the powers of the Security Council
with the right of the permanent members to veto. The question, T
think. basically before the House then would be whether within the
existing rules we might not find opportunities to streamline some of
the existing procedures.
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For example, let’s ask the question: Is i necessary for every inde-
pendent specialized agency to exist as a separate entity now, almost
99 vears after the United Nations was formed? Can there be a merger
of some of the activities? Can, for example, the new proposed United
Nations University take over some of the training and educational
functions that are now being performed by some other agencies, in-
deed. by many agencies with the result that there has been overlapping ¢

But the answers to this, I think, are going to come very slow because
it is mostly the view of the nonalined and the Third World countries
that the veto is obsolete and outdated and that if we wish to reflect
the real world as it now exists with at least 138 members, perhaps the
Security Council should be enlarged from 15 to 26, whatever it is,
with some other countries, including some of the Third World coun-
tries also being given veto rights.

As T indicated we take a pretty dim view of any changes of the
Security Council structure, but perhaps as we discuss this and as we
seek to provide a new spirit of compromise that we can find ways
within the existing structure to make improvements. And I might add
one other point, and as the Middle East crisis hopefully subsides.
with God. good luck, and skillful diplomacy all playing a role, and
we move on to the next stage and the Middle East ceases to be such
a highly inflammatory area, and as the economic earthquake caused
by the sharply increased oil prices becomes more manageable, per-
haps within this special environment in the United Nations there
can also be a mellowing of language and a readiness to believe that
we are all facing the same problems and what we are seeking ave
compromises acceptable to all.

Mr. Grrarax. Professor Morgenthau, do you see any need for a strue-
tural change ?

Mr. MorgexTiav. No, T don’t see any, especially as the increase
in the membership of the Security Council, I think, would be a
calamity. The League of Nations followed that path and it was one
of the reasons for its downfall because once vou have a Security
Couneil composed of 20 or 25 members, it is no longer mnnageah]é.
and the veto is, of course, the protection of the vital interests of the
areat powers or the so-called great powers and is not going to be
abolished.

Mr. Griaran. Mr. Evans.

Mr. Evans. I think there is a way to change the Security Couneil
slightly without increasing its membership, and that is to develop
the rn-nwi]ﬂq that, say. Japan, Brazil, Nigeria or India might be
elected repetitively among the elected groun but not be among the
permanent members with the veto. Now Mr. Rogers. as Secretary
of State, in making a speech to the General Assembly. once noted
that it was too bad Japan was not a permanent member of the Seenrity
Council. Some of ns have studied that and think that something
along this line conld be done without amending the charter. You
just change the rules somewhat.

T believe it can be done by changing the rules and not force such
a state off after one election. but maybe elect it twice and then mavhe
rotate it off. Mv organization of World Federalists bhelieves that
eventually we ought to deal with the problem of reflecting power




as mentioned so well by having in addi-

cond body comparable to the General
Assembly but with only advisory powers to begin with, that would
be more reflective of population, but with certain limits on maxinium
representation, and certain minimums on population, so that you
would get something cloger to a population body. :
You would still want to keep the body small, maybe 300 members
or 600 members or something of that kind. And let it be a subsidiary
body to the General Assembly, not with as much power, but get a
reflection of opinion based on population rather than on individual
states. The situation would be parallel to the Senate of the United
States and the House of Representatives. One is on & one-state/two-
vote basis and the House is on a population basis, but I don’t see the
organ of the U.N. sharing power the way they do in our Governinent,
A\mbassador Scarr. Mr. Gilman, I just wanted to add—and Dr.
Evans jogged my memory on this—that the United States has come
out publicly in favor of adding Japan to the Security Couneil and
continues to hold that position, My comments were directed mainly at
the difficulty that would be involved once we open the whole question
of adding, for example, even one member which we want, namely,
Japan, and the almost interminable hassle that would ensue as we

that Professor Morgenthau h
tion to one state, one vote, a se

sought to come up with a new W.A. membership that would be better
refloctive of the power realities of the world today.

So I was just expressing a rather skept ical view about the ability,
during this go-round at least, to come up with either a Security
Council structure that would be substantially different than what we

have had.

Mr. Evaxs. I really wouldn’t argue very st rongly on that. It is 4
diffienlt problem, and it needs some very careful weighing before a
decision is made.

Mr. Grrarax. Gentlemen, first we witnessed Arafat’s appearance at
the T.N. and then we heard the UNESCO decision ousting Terael and
now we are reading some comments about the possibility of unseating
Israel in the U.N., do you see that as a very real threat?

Mr. Evans. It has never even oceurred to me.

Ambassador Scarr. T have heard of no such move. T doubt that the
Arab countries would be so extreme as to seek to expel Israel. T
would like to point out that it is highly unlikely that Tsrael wonld
be expelled from the United Nations as long as the United States
has a veto.

Mr. Moraextirav. T would agree with that. I have no judement
as to the likelihood. but I am certain under the present conditions
that the move could not succeed so long as the United States is a
member of the Security Council with the right of veto.

Mr. Girarax. Mr. Evans, would you care to comment ?

. Mr. Evaxs. T never thought of the issue. I think, in thinking of
it. that there is inst no possibility of this, even aside from the veto.
T don’t think the Russians would want to do it even.

Ambasador Scarr. Excuse me. Could T make one additional com-
ment? As you know, there was a move to expel South Africa and it
was stopped by the triple veto of the United States, Britain and—

Mr. Evaxs. France, wasn't it ?
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Ambassador Scarr. It was France. All three of us expressed our
very stern opposition to apartheid and hoped South Africa could
change, but as a constitutional matter we felt it would be easier to
exert influence on South Africa so long as we kept it in the United
Nations and held its feet to the fire of what international public
opinion was like.

Then as you know, there was a move taken to bar South Africa from
participation in the current Assembly and this had carried by an
overwhelming vote. We believe that this was an intralegal action
and, of course, voted agamst it, but the point was South Africa was
barred from the Assembly, so the graver danger might be that a
group of countries might seek to bar Israel from participation in
a session of the General Assembly.

I would think it highly likely that the United States would oppose
this with all of its diplomatic resources and that in view of the world-
wide furor that was caused even by the ejection of South Africa from
the current Assembly that this would not be a device that would nee-
essarily commend itself.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Bingham.

Mr. BiNauas. Just on that point, T might say if that were to oceur,
I think there would be nothing more caleulated to bring down the
United Nations and to give encouragement to those who were calling
for the United States to withdraw from it.

Ambassador Secali, T would like to join in commending you for
your statement of December 6 and to say that I agree with practically
everything that yon have said here today. T think it might be worth

noting that while others have agreed with what you said on December
6, it is also important to note that you made a number of comments
about: positive aspeets of the United Nations in your testimony today,
and I think those are also to be noted.

On the matter of voting in the General Assembly, it seems to me it
might be useful to get a little clarification on that point. T notice that
my colleague, Congressman Wolff, said :

Becanse each nation is given one vote, a two-thirds majority can be obtained
from nations representing a seant 10 percent of the total population represented
in the TN, By virtue of this, the General Assembly has passed measures that do
not canform to the realities of the world situation,

Isn’t it true. Ambassador Scali, that the majority which was so
painful to us on many oceasions was probably in proportion to popu-
Iation or perhaps even larger because it included India, Pakistan,
China, the Soviet Union, and all of those states?

Ambassador Scarr. Yes.

Mr. Bixeras. So it is wrong to suggest, as did Dr. Morgenthan,
that the mini-state problem is the same thing as the problem of the
majority in the General Assembly. It is the fact that these huge coun-
tries with the large populations are with the small states. Isn’t that so?

Ambassador Scarr. Yes, sir, that is true. In almost all of the cases
in the past Assembly the resolution that we opposed and which we tried
so strenuously to block did represent a majority of the people and the
fact that you do have a vast majority representing less than 10 percent
of the population doesn’t necessarily mean automatically whatever de-
cision they come up with will be one of the objectives, although un-
happily it seems to work out quite often.
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Mr. Bizemas. T was rather perturbed by Dr. Morgenthan’s remarks
about the overrepresentation n the Secret ariat of these Arab states.
Would you comment on that, Ambassador Scali, on page 5 of Dr. Mor-
genthan’s statement ¢

Ambassador Scart. Yes: I am familiar with the recent report that
was made on that which alleged that the Secretary General was sub-
ject to enormous pressure and that he usually gave in to he views most
effectively propounded. I am not so much concerned about the num-
ber of Arab nationals who are members of the National Secretariat.
We have to remember that the United Nations is 20 years old.

The principle of geographic distribution is becoming more and more
recognized, but it has not been enshrined as a precept to be followed at
all times and that early in its formation mostly Western Europeans
were in the leading roles, and so I think it inevitably and completely
natural that representatives of other regions now seek to have some of
their ficures moved into the Secretariat.

As a matter of fact some of the Lebanese, for example, that he men-
tioned are men that I know who are remarkably objective and I think
this also applies to some of the other Arab members. Soa man’s nation-
ality does not necessarily reflect how objective and/or how competent
he can be.

It has been said that the United States perhaps is overrepresented.
Perhaps that was true—I am sure that was true in Dr. Evang’ day. As
a man who has recently consulted the statistics, Doctor, I can assure
you it is not true now. As a matter of fact, that is one of my unending
tasks. it seems, to go to the Secretary General and/or an Under Secre-
tary or two, and to remind him that there is a highly qualified Amer-
ican who should be considered for @, %, and z post and sometimes I
am successful and sometimes I am not and, as a matter of fact, I am
pleased to see that there are more members of the Third World, Latin
America, and Asia that now can fit within the Secretariat on their
own qualifications.

Mr. Brxorax. Congressman Wolff also referred to the fact—and 1
don’t know whether his fioure is correct—that the OPEC nations only
pay a combined total of 1.28 percent of the budget. Do you anticipate
that this year according to the standards that that are usually applied
that some of the oil-producing nations will pay a substantialy larger
proportion of the U.N. budget?

Ambassador Scarr. I am not familiar, and perhaps I should be,
with Congressman Wolff’s figure. It sounds about right. I will just say
as a principle that I think that the newly wealthy countries at a time
when they have added $65 billion to their treasuries in 1974 by selling
the same quantity of oil that they did in 1973. should very seriously
consider increasing the amount of resources that they make available
to the United Nations system.

Mr. Evaxs. Mr. Chairman, might T add a point to that? The com-
mittee on contributions, which fixes the percentage each country shall
pay to the budget, makes that assessment every 3 years. Now my
memory is that they made a new assessment at the time that we
reduced from some percentage or other down to 25 percent about
9 years ago. So I imagine in about a year they are going to work ont
a new allocation scheme, and they will automatically take into account
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the gross national product of all member count ries, and these changes
will undoubtedly be reflected.

Mr. Bixciiast. Wonldn't it be in order for the Secretary General, as
he normally does, to appeal this year to nations to make voluntary
contributions to help with the very severe budgetary deficit that the
United Nations suffers?

Ambassador Scarr. Congressman Bingham, T would be very happy
to relay your suggestion to the Secretary General.

Mr. Bixarar. I would hope with your endorsement.

Ambassador Scarr. T would think that there would be no reason
why the OPEC countries chould wait for an assessment conference
to increase their voluntary contributions.

Mr, Evaxs. May I add, Mr. Chairman, that the Secretary General
has made very strong appeals to them to help out with financial con-
tributions in regard to the food problem and I think they have made
some significant contributions, but I am not familiar with the exact
figures.

Mr. Fraser, If the gentleman would yield, T think I heard one of
the World Bank economists say that the OPEC countries had to have
2 percent of the world’s GNP and as a result of the world’s higher
prices are now getting 4 percent. That indicates the order of
magnitude involved.

Mr. Bixaias. One final question: Do any of you see any prospect
of moving toward weighted voting in the General Assembly ¢

Mr. MorgenTHAT. 1 don’t see any possibility. I mean this (uestion
has been examined very thoroughly by academics for 25 years a nd
it is just not possible, because whatever qualifier you use, it is going

to disadvantage certain countries drastically, which are not coing to

agree to it.

If vou take the population standard, that wounld mean that Tndia
and China would have an overwhelming vote in international organi-
zations. which other nations, certainly the Soviet Union. wouldn’t
accept. If you take the gross national product. it would lead to an
overwhelming preponderance of the highly industrialized nations af
the expense of the so-called Third World. There is simply no uni-
versally acceptable standard by which you can establish weighted
voting.

Mr. Evans. Mr. Chairman, might T add though that there is an-
other alternative which is being used to some extent and that 18
weighting the representation from groups of countries. Now we are
all familiar with the fact that there is a law of the sea conference
that was held in Caracas and will meet again the end of March in
Geneva to try to finish its work, and one of its projects is to set up
an authority within the structure of the United Nations to regulate the
exploitation particularly of the deep seabed minerals and to some
extent regulate other matters relating to the use of the seas.

Tt has been proposed that the representation with each country one
vote should be rigeed so'as to reflect the interests of the fishing nations.
the interests of the industrial nations who are able to exploit seabed
minerals. the interests of the land-locked countries, and perhaps other
groups of states, so that the voting there would be in proportion to
the grouping of states with each state, as I say, having one vote.
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So this kind of thing is being considered. And there is weighted vot-
ing in the Bank and the Fund. but as Dr. Morgenthau says, 1 don’t
think that principle of weighted voting with one country given more
weight in voting than another is feasible for the General Assembly.
It might be feasible for some of these subagencies, but the weighting
of the groups of states, the middle states, the poor states, the land-
locked states, the coastal states, the great industrial powers could be—
even the League of Nations had some bodies, at least one body which
took account of the 10 highest industrialized nations way back in
those days in the makeup of some of their activities.

So I think this is worth exploring.

Mr. Bixguay. Thank you.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Lagomarsino.

Mr. Lacomarsixo. Mr. Scali, back for a moment to the support of

the United Nations and its suborganizations, how are the contributions

computed ¢ What factors are talken into consideration?

Ambassador Scarr. Well, this begins with the fact that in 1972
after a long campaign the United States succeeded in getting its per-
centace reduced from the average of 31.5 to a statutory 25 percent
which. as a matter of fact, Congress mandated and made it very clear
that it would not provide more than 24. The contribution of each
member country is based on its ability to pay. In other words, on its
relative national wealth, national income or per capita income times
population.

The U.S. gross national product currently represents approximately
one-third of the entire world’s wealth. Thus were the United Nations
to apply its normal criteria to the United Stites, we would be expected
to pay something over 30 percent of the United Nations’ regular
budget in 1972. However, the United States succeeded in having the
U.N. adopt a resolution reflecting maximum assessment which can be
charged to any member, let alone the United States, to 25 percent and
this had the effect of reducing our contribution.

Mr. Lacomarsivo. What is the contribution rate of the Soviet
Union?

Ambassador Scarr. T think it is about 11 percent, isn’t it?

Mr. Evaxs. I think 12, but I am not sure.

Ambassador Scart. Well, roughly 11 percent.

Mr. LacomarsiNo. And are they paid up at the present time?

Ambassador Scarr. Well, they are delinquent on assessments which
they claim represented, in effect, voluntary contributions to operations
of the kind that they did not believe in, such as some of the peacekeep-
ing forces, T think they are something like $180 million behind, but
let’s leave that figure open. They are substantially behind in assess-
ments which they have declined to pay because of an objection to them
in principle. Some of the Western countries are, too, for example.

Mr. Lacoaarsino. What happens in a case like that ? Do we just for-
get about 1t ¢

Ambassador Scart. No. We keep sending them bills.

Mr. Lacomarsivo. Do we charge interest ?

Ambassador Scarr. We keep reminding them and there is actually
on ;h(- books a regulation by which if you are in arrearage for @
111‘|.m1_m' of years, that your vote can be taken away from you. How-
ever, the United Nations has never found it in its heart to do this.
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Mr. Lacomarsixo. Dr. Morgenthau, in your statement—and Con-
gressman Bonker referred to this also—you say,

The United States ought to congider seriously the withdrawal of its support
from the United Nations only after its reform through the use of American power
and influnence has definitely failed.

Would vou eare to comment: on what you had in mind with regard
to what power and influence we should use and in what way ¢

Mr. MorecenTHAU. Well, of course, I cannot give you an exact pre-
seription about how American power and influence in the United Na-
tions ought to be used. I only wanted to point to the fact that we are
not helpless in the face of what has happened recently in the United
Nations and that we ought to exhaust our resources to change the situ-
ation before we resort to more radical methods.

Mr. Lacomarsino. Ambassador Scali, what are the views of the
United States in regard to the continued mandate of peacekeeping
forces in the Middle East? T understand that mandate is about to
expire. Do you expect it will be renewed? I guess you have to divide
the question with regard to the Egypt-Israeli border and the Syrian-
Israeli border.

Ambassador Scarr. To separate the combatants on both the Syrian
and Egyptian fronts represented one of the important achievements of
one of the United Nations’ actions within a matter of weeks after the
fighting stopped in 1973. The mandate, which goes on for 6 months,
has been extended twice, It is due to be reconsidered by the Security
Council at the end of April.

The first to be studied will be that of the Egyptian front, and then
the Syrian front. We have every intention of seeking a renewal of that
mandate because no matter how successful or skillful Dr. Kissinger
is—and we all wish him well in his personal step-by-step diplomacy—
there will be continuing need., we believe. for peacekeeping forces
the Middle East until there is a lessening of the tension and the kind
of agreement that both sides can have confidence in.

Mr. Lacosrarsivo. Do you expect the Security Council will go along
with the extension ? ;

Ambassador Scarr. T suspect that the amount of debate and the
difficulty we have will be directly related to the amount of progress
that has been made in achieving this next stage of the problem,
withdrawal. {

Mr. Lacomarsivo. Is the Soviet Union and its Eastern—wel]. 1
guess we don’t know yet what their position is going to be, but do vou
have any idea of what their attitude might be at this point?

Ambassador Scarr. In the past the Soviet position has remarkably
paralleled that of the Arab governments. :

Mr, LacoaarsiNo. Remarkably ?

Ambassador Scarr. Yes. :

Mr. Lacosarsivo. T have no further questions,

Mr. Fraser. Dr. Morgenthau, I would just like to pursue one point
and then we will elose the hearing. '

You stated that the United States should honor its legal obligations
with respect to the assessment, dues or payments under the T.N.
Charter, but that is all that we should do. I understand from what
you say then that you believe we either should reduce or eliminate
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onr voluntary contributions, but T want to see just how far you would
I)I‘n])(l:i(\Hlflf.th:lt shoulfibv _l']lf_)‘llt‘. BASSR - (41

Would that be for UNESCO or for the whole family of voluntary
activities? L
l".‘.\]f.l'l.i!f\ll.nl:l:l".,\"l'll\T'A T would take a very close and critical look at
onr voluntary contributions and would reduce those where the reduc-
tion would have a direct political effect, where it would be a kind of
visible demonstration of our dissatisfaction with the actions of
UNESCO. I would regard this as a political weapon which has to be
chosen on political grounds. !

Mr. Fraser. But your recommendation would run to the voluntary
add-ons to the UNESCO budget. You are not thinking of the develop-
ment program ¢ L s o o

Mr. MoreenTHAU. No, I would certainly not think of humanitarian
programs which have a justification all by themselves. I mean I would
not play politics with food or with development funds. i 4

Ambassador Scarr. If T may add to that, T recognize the principle
that Dr. Morgenthau is suggesting. I think it is one that should be
considered, Dr. Morgenthau, but I suspect that we would find on
close study that most of the voluntary programs are humanitarian
programs. For example, the UNDP, the United Nations development
programs, where last year we appropriated $90 million: UNICEF,
where we gave $15 million and where Congress in its wisdom decided
to give $18 million because it is a fine agency and it works very well.
There is TAEA, which is voluntary. That is $2 million.

There is UNRRA, where we gave $14 million, and so it was a sub-
total of $125 million. and then in addition to that, there were another
$31 million as, for example—$16 million for UNFACIP.

Mr. MoreexTiav. 1 was trying to state a general principle. Ob-
viously I am not qualified to go into the details and say here we
can cut off $1 million, here $2 million.

Ambassador Scari. No, but I undertand the principle that Dr.
Morgenthau is propounding here. I think it is one that is of a kind
that should be studied because I believe that after having said what
we did on December 6th, we must make it clear that we mean what
we say.

Mr. Fraser. I invite any of the witnesses to make any last comment
which they may feel would round out their testimony.

Mr. Evaxs. Mr. Chairman, I have nothing to round out the testi-
mony except to say that in the World Federalists, which is interested
in strengthening international institutions and supporting the rule
of law and helping solve conflict situations, we have had a good deal
of hope for the success of the policies or a good many of the policies
that Seeretary Kissinger has been following recently. I think we ought
to applaud the general stance that Ambassador Seali has outlined
today in dealing with the United Nations and UNESCO problems;
and on the confrontation with the oil-exporting countries T think a
lot is to be said for Dr. Kissinger’s insistence on a step by which, first
of all, the consuming countries would consider their position and then
go into a general conference with the exporting countries and try to
come to some agreements that won’t jeopardize imndustrial civilization
and won’t pull down the structures that eventually the exporting coun-
tries will have to have in order for them to have a good life, i

48-800—75——4
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T think the moderate way in which he is approaching this matter
deserves our public applause. I am not qualified to go into some of
the questions about Turkey and Cyprus and some of these points, but
this general overall policy of détente with the Soviet Union and in-
creasing relations with mainland China while maintaining our rela-
tions with Taiwan, that sort of thing, I think, deserves support and
:i}']"]:l”.ﬁ(‘.

Ambassador Scarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Perhaps T would
like to close by just recalling the words that the British Ambassador,
Mr. Richards, said at the annual meeting of the Pilgrims of the United
States in New York on January 22. He summed it up:

Our task is to show that the interest of the developed and the developing are
complementary, not antagonistie. All must understand the realities which limit
the possibilities for action and all must make a deliberate attempt to find the
common interest and to act on it to a point where all can see that they gain
as well as give.

And to that, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to add my personal
view and my profound belief that it is not the radical extremists of
either of the left or of the right that will draw the blueprint for to-
morrow’s more just world.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. Fraser. I want to thank all of the witnesses. We have been
presented with an enormous amount of wisdom and insight. We really
appreciate it and you have been very helpful to the subcommittee.

Mr. Evans. Thank you, sir.

Mr. MoreaNTiAv. Thank you, sir.

Ambassador Scarr. Thank you, sir.

[ Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene
at 2 p.m. of the following day, Wednesday, February 5, 1975.]




REVIEW OF THE 1974 GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND THE
UNITED STATES POSITION IN THE UNITED NATIONS

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1975

Hovse oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoaMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2:10 p.m. in room 2255, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Donald M. Fraser (chairman of the subcom-
imittee) presiding.

Mr. Fraser. The subcommittee will come to order.

This afternoon we continue the second of our hearings which con-
sist of a review of the 1974 General Assembly and the U.S. position
in the United Nations.

Yesterday we heard from Congressman Lester Wolll. i?t'pl'(‘sr‘ntaﬁ\'n
from New York: Hon. John Scali, U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations: Prof. Hans Moreenthau of the New School of Social Re-
search in New York: and Mr. Luther Evans, president, World Fed-
eralists, U.S.A.

This afternoon we are honored with three distinguished witnesses
whose knowledge and understanding about the United Nations and
some of the specialized agencies is unmateched.

Ambassador Charles W. Yost, former U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations will be our first witness, followed by Hon. James
Ieonard, president of the United Nations Association of the U.S.A.
and formerly with the State Department, and someone I first met who
was heading our delegation at the arms control talks in Geneva,

The third witness is Rosemary Ginn, chairman, U.S. National
Commission for UNESCO.

We are delighted to have yon here.

Ambassador Yost, why don’t you proceed, sir.

TATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES W. YOST, FORMER U.S. AMBASSADOR
TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Yost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[ don’t have a new written statement to submit. T have already, I
believe, placed in the record my article in the New Republic?
recently which dealt with the events in the (General Assembly that
have eaused criticism. A

1 8ee appendix, p. 89.
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I would like also to put in the record, if vou will be so good. another
article which T wrote a little earlier which appeared about the first of
the year in the Saturday Review, called “The United Nations Was
Never More Real Than Today,” 1 have made copies available to the
stafl.

Mr. Fraser, Without objection. we will include that in the record. *

Mvr. Yosr. Then I would like to make simply a brief oral statement
which strikes some of the principal notes in those articles, and then be
open to questions. !

The first point that I would like to make is that I think all of us tend
to personalize the United Nations a little carelessly. One sees in the
press that the U.N. has done this or that or the U.N. has failed to do this
or that.

We are all aware that the U.N. is not a supergovernment. It is
merely a very loose association of sovereign states, so what that really
means is that @ number of states in this, that, or the other body of the
U.N. have expressed this or that view. 1f the U.N. didn't exist, presum-
ably those states would have the same view and would behave in the
same way, though it might not be as dramatically registered on our
front pages because they wouldn’t have cast votes 1n the U.N., I think
it is important to recall that this is the fact,

The second point I would like to make is that most of the eriticism
which we have heard in the last few weeks has arisen from the action.
votes, in the General Assembly, I am sure the subcommittee is aware,
but I would like to remind everyone that the General Assembly, ex-
cept in very limited budgetary and administrative matters, has no
binding powers. It is merely a recommendatory body and all of its
resolutions merely recommended.

It is, however, a useful sounding board because it enables us among
others to know how the rest of the world is feeling and it does, as 1
said a moment ago, dramatize the views of great numbers of govern-
ments and people around the world in a way that would not otherwise
take place.

Adlai Stevenson used to say that what the United States needs most
is a hearing aid, and in a way the General Assembly is a useful hearing
aid because it brings to our attention what others are thinking,

But the real work of the U.N. is done, as you are certainly aware. in
other organs. Responsibilities of the UU.N. for the maintenance of peace
and security which are limited but significant, are performed by the Se-
curity Council where we have a veto. Eighty-five percent, roughly, of
the budget, the total budget of the U.N. and its whole family of
agencies, goes for the economic and social matters which are handled
by a whole series of agencies like the Monetary Fund, the International
Bank, the World Health Organization, Food and Agricultural Organ-
ization, the Development Program, the Environmental Program, the
Population Program and so on.

And finally, work is done by the Secretary General largely throngh
quiet diplomacy behind the scenes which we rarely hear much about.

So the reality of the U.N.—and in this respect the U.N. is like the
proverbial iceberg, most of it is under the surface and the real work
15 done largely under the surface. These above-water manifestations

1
I

# See appendix, p. §2.
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that have attracted so much attention are significant as expressing the
views of governments but not significant as to concrete, binding action
by the United Nations.

Now. let me address myself briefly to the particular subjects that
were discnssed in the General Assembly and that caused the recent
criticism. There was a great deal of talk about the tyranny of the
majority because this new majority, which has taken shape in the
General Assembly over the last 15 years with the near completion of
the process of decolonization and creation of a very large number of
new states, has given the so-called Third World a majority in the
United Nations. On many matters they do not vote as a block but on
certain matters on which they feel strongly they do vote as a blocl,
and that leads to a majority action.

Also, I emphasize, except on procedural matters, merely a recom-
mendation. But I do think it is only fair to recall that through the
first 15 years of the United Nations the majority was made up by
friends and associates of the United States, the Western IEuropeans,
the Latin Americans. We had no scruples at all about mobilizing that
majority to adopt very controversial resolutions which we favored,
despite strong objection from the minority who claimed their needs
were not adequately taken into account.

I cite Chinese representation, the representation of the North Ko-
reans, the famous argument over the application of article 19 to the
Soviets and the French. I do think that we should not be too self-
righteous since we behaved in exactly the same way when we had the
power to do so.

Now, the specific issues that caused the criticism were three in
number. First was the Charter of Economic Rights and Duties,
which the Mexican delegation has been presenting for some time and
which was fiinally adopted by a vote of 120 with 6 against and 10
abstentions. That is a rather substantial vote. We objected and our
orounds for objection may be reasonable. We thought there weren’t
adequate provisions for compensation when property was nationalized.

We thoueht there was too much encouragement of the formation of
raw materials cartels. But the fact that 120 states felt so strongly
that they overrode those objections indicates that we have got a real
problem. It can’t be swept under the rug and the fact that it was
brought dramatically to our attention is probably an invaluable thing.

This represents, of course, the long-standing resentment of most of
the less developed countries at what they consider to be inadequate
assistance by the developed countries to their development, what they
consider to be unfair terms of trade. which of course have inspired the
oil producers to raise their prices so astronomically, and what they
consider to be in many cases unfair practices by the multinational
corporations,

So, again, this is a fact of life and while we may regret it. T don’t
think we can legitimately object to their expressing this view.

The second subject that aroused the most concern was that of the
vote on South Africa. There the vote was 91 in favor, 22 against, and
19 abstentions. This was, I think, an improper action in the sense that
it deprived the South African delegate of his seat in this Assembly
even though one could hardly elaim that his credentials from the South
African Government were incorrect.
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However, this reflected, of course, the bitter frustration of most of
the nonwhite members over many, many years who have voted re-
peatedly for stronger action against apartheid in South Africa. 1
may say in many cases the United States has voted for these resolu-
tions. but when it came to the application of sanctions or to the ex-
pulsion of South A frica we have balked and vetoed it.

So this vote, I think, represents an unwise but a not unnatural ex-
pression of deep and prolonged frustration at this violation of basic
human rights.

Some have claimed the vote was a violation of the charter. T don't
think it was a violation of the charter, though it followed certainly
a procedure that is objectionable.

But when one speaks of violation of the charter in regard to south-
ern African problems one must recall that the United States through
the Byrd amendment has violated the decision of the Security Coun-
cil, for which we voted, imposing sanctions on Rhodesia. This is in
fact a violation of the charter. So once again we are not in a wholly
sound position ourselves.

The final and most controversial issne was the treatment of the Pal-
estine Liberation Organization. Again, T think this was unwise. This
is the first time, except in the case of His IHoliness the Pope, when a
representative not of a government was allowed to take the podium
in the General Assembly and in this case was given almost the treat-
ment of a chief of state.

I say it was unwise but once again the vote was 105 in favor,
4 against, and 20 abstentions. Now, that is three-quarters of the
membership.

A oain, one must recognize that this was an expression of a very wild
sentiment from those who think liberation organizations in general
need more dignified treatment than they have always received and
who think in this particular case the Palestinians have for 25 years
been badly treated by the international community and that amends
are owed to them.

More important, I think, this represents the fact that whether we
like it or not, and we may not, the PLO has now become a fact of
life; it has become an inescapable factor in the Middle Eastern equa-
tion. The fact that this was brought home to us by something that
happened first at Rabat and then at the United Nations, is not all
a bad thing becaunse it warns us that the Palestinians can no longer
be ignored, that if we want, as we do want, a seftlement in the Middle
East, a just settlement, that they are a factor that must be taken
account. of.

Finally, about the Generally Assembly, let me point out that even
from a purely U.S. point of view, action in this General Assembly
was not all bad. We got some very controversial questions decided in
our favor.

The Cambodian and the Korean votes particularly were very hotly
contested and we won, and I may say we didn't take much account of
minority views there. We were very happy to have a slim majority
with us.

On a more constructive note I think one must recognize that there
is a growing feeling on the part of both the old majority that we used
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to lead and the new majority which has emerged in recent years that
this really isn’t the best way to conduct business, While I am sure we
will continue to have from time to time these lopsided votes on con-
troversial matters that we won't like, I do notice the beginning of a
tendency, which I think will grow, to try to reach concensus behind
the scenes more earnestly and carefully than has always been the case
in the past.

I have met a number of representative of less developed countries
who have indicated that they think this would be wise and that they
are going to make the effort to do so.

Now, finally, I would like to say a few words, which are elaborated
on in the article in the Saturday Review that I asked to be put on
record, as to why I think the United Nations and our participation
in it continue to be very much in the U.S. national interest.

After all, we hear constantly nowadays the talk of world interde-
pendence which means if it means anything that a great many more
things are going to have to be done by a large number of nations
working together than have been done in the past. In fact, most
nations working together. That being the case, 1t would seem only
logical to work through the institution where most nations are rep-
resented and which already has a whole series of agencies and pro-
orams dealing with most of these economic and social problems that
we have somewhat belatedly recognized can be vital to our nationl
interest, as well as the interest of others.

In the absence of trying to deal with them in a collective fashion
between developed and developing countries, between the consumers
and the producers of raw materials, we do risk having a very serious
confrontation over a period of years between the two which could be
just as damaging to our interests as the cold war was for many years.
If we can avoid that by not weakening but strengthening the U.N. and
its whole family of agencies where all of us are members, and seeing
that it does more of the job rather than less of the job, I think we
will be serving the national interest of the United States as well as
the cause of rationality in international relations.

[ need only mention not only the old responsibilities which we have
long recognized were centered in the U.N., those of peaceful settle-
ment and peacekeeping—and the United Nations has demonst rated in
the last few months its continued capacity to perform a very useful
service in peacekeeping in the Middle East—but we have this whole
range of new problems in which the U.N. has been very active in the
last year or so, has not in many cases produced solutions, but has
produced the beginning of a dialog and in some cases effective act ion.

We have had year before last, the setting up of the U.N. Environ-
ment Program in Stockholm. We had last year the U.N. Food Con-
ference in Rome. We had the Population Conference in Bucharest.
We have the Law of the Sea Conference still going on.

In all of these respects we see precisely the sort of action by the
world community that we should want to encourage. So if under these
circumstances, because we are offended by some votes on politically
sensitive matters in the United Nations, we should diminish our sup-
port of all of these international institutions, which are working in
our interest just as much as in everybody else’s, we would certainly be
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cutting off our nose to spite our face. I very much hope that we don’t
do S0.

Finally, let me add that I would hope that our support would not
diminish but would increase and not only our political support but
our financial support. It is not, as one would sometimes gather from
reading articles in the press, any astronomical sum. The total budget
of the entire U.N. family of agencies is only about $1.3 billion which
is approximately the cost of a single Trident submarine. The U.S.
contribution to this total budget is about $400 million, which 18 less
than half of the cost of the New York City Police Department.

So one can hardly say that these sums are excessive in coping with
this vast array of problems of global interdependence. I hope that
that will be the conclusion of the Congress and the American people.

Thank you.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Ambassador Yost.

With the agreement of the witnesses, we would like to have each of
the panel members give their statement and then proceed to the
questions.

Ambassador Leonard.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES LEONARD, PRESIDENT, UNITED
NATIONS ASSOCIATION OF THE U.S.A.

Mr. Leoxarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I know, Mr. Chairman, that you and a number of members of your
committee are very well aware of what the U.N. Association is, but
if T may make just a brief statement for the record on that subject.

Our object is to disseminate information on the United Nations and
on other international bodies, to encourage support for a constructive
1.8, role in these bodies and to encourage a more effective role for
the 17N, itself in dealing with world problems.

[ am very grateful, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to discuss
attitudes in this country toward the United Nations.

I have a prepared statement. If T may, I will go through most of it,
although there are some parts which are so very closely paralleled
with what Ambassador Yost has just said that T will perhaps just ask
you to enter them in the record, if that will be appropriate.

Mr. Fraser. Without ebjection, we will do that.

Mr. Leoxarp. I should make it clear, Mr, Chairman, that I am not
empowered by the members of the United Nations Association to speak
for them. Many of them have expressed their views in individual let-
ters or in resolutions of their local chapters, and I will be glad to make
these available to the committee.

[ know of no way to be sure authoritatively what the American
people are thinking about the United Nations at this particular
moment since there has not been, so far as I know. any current national
sampling of opinion to which one could point. We do, however, in our
organization attempt to keep in touch with American opinion toward
the United Nations, and I believe there is a considerable amount of
evidence for the judgments which T will offer you.
~ My basic proposition is the following: The people of the United
States continue to support the United Nations. They feel that its
existence and its activities are very much in our interest. Many Ameri-
cans, in fact, would like to see it strengthened. But there are many




Americans who have been disturbed and unhappy over various devel-
opments last fall, particularly in the General Assembly and in the
General Conference of UNESCO.

What is the evidence for this basic assessment? First of all, there was
a scientific poll of American attitudes toward the United Nations
published last July and conducted by the Harris survey. This survey
found that a substantial 76 percent of the U.S. public agreed with the
characterization that the U.N. is “worthwhile.” This was a notable
rise from the support which had been given the U.N. in a comparable
survey in 1970,

A large number of Americans felt, however, that the organization
was doing only a “fair” or even a “poor” job on one of its most impor-
tant tasks, working for peace in the world. When the work of the
organization was looked at area-by-area, the evaluation of the Ameri-
can people was generally positive, as indicated by the following quota-
tions from the summary released by the Harris survey :

By 73-percent yes to 14-percent no, Americans agree that the U.N, “provides a
forum for open, honest discussion between nations.” The concept of brir
countries together to talk out differences is widely felt to be a healthy process.

[ am quoting from what the Harris survey itself said about its poll.

By 65-percent yes to 17-percent no they also foel that the U.N. is “helping the
poor countries develop their economies.” Such aid to underdeveloped nations on
the part of the U.N. has always been popular with the American people.

By 64-percent yes to 22-percent no they credit the world body with taking
positive steps to keep the peice in the Middle East and elsewhere, Although highly
controversial, the U.N. has served as a mediating and, at times, occupying force
in Middle East peacemaking measures,

The proposition that “today’s problems reqnire international action that only
the U.N. or other international agencies can tnke” is agreed to by a lopsided
G3-18 percent. Clearly, the public would like to see such international efforts
strengthened rather than weakened,

And that. of course, Mr. Chairman, is just the point that Ambassador
Y ost has just made.

Despite the disappointment and even the anger of many Americans
over specific developments last fall, I know of no evidence that these
positive attitudes weresharply altered. In fact, we have some evidence
to the contrary.

First, financial support from American business firms for our
organization, in spite of difficult business conditions, has been some-
what stronger than a year ago.

Socond. there has not been any sharp change in the level of our
membership. A few chapters have reported numerous resignations, but
overall I believe our losses have been quite limited.

Third, the letters from individual members and the resolutions from
our chapters have almost unanimously urged that the United States
stay in the United Nations and work to make it stronger and more
effective. ;

Fourth. we have some 150 national organizations associated with
us. A number of them have expressed their views directly to the U.N.
or to the U.S. Government on recent developments, but not one of these
organizations has withdrawn from its affiliation with us, and a certain
number have responded to a recent appeal to them for financial support
with small contributions beyond their normal dues.
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I have tried, Mr. Chairman, to read everything I could find in the
way of editorial opinion throughout this country, myself, about the
United Nations. Some of it has said quite bluntly that we should
reduce our support for the organization or even get out of the U.N.
The great majority of this editorial comment has, however, been
directed to urging the U.N. to cease the various practices which the
editorial writers felt were improper, and to become a more effective
instrument for peace and justice,

It seems to me, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that the basically positive
attitude of the U.S. public toward the United Nations has remained
firm. It is combined with a rather realistic perception of the weaknesses
in this structure which nations have so far built to manage relations
among them,

[ believe, Mr. Chairman, that the public wants the United States to
help strengthen this structure. Among the evidence for this conclusion
I would cite the following: The many thoughtful resolutions and let-
ters which have come to us or to our attention have urged reform rather
than U.S. withdrawal. A considerable amount of the negative criti-
cism of the U.N. is directed to its weaknesses, to its inability to prevent
wars from breaking out, and to the fact that its resolutions are often
disregarded. )

‘The United Nations is never, so far as I have ohserved, eriticized for
being too strong or for interfering in the internal affairs of this coun-
try or in the execntion of our foreign policies. There are fairly fre-
quent criticisms of the costs of the United Nations, but these eriti-
cisms are generally uninformed and assume that what the U.N. does
can be done cheaper, rather than urging that the U.N. only do a part
of what it is now doing.

The members of this committee are well aware that similar criti-
cisms are constantly directed by the American people at our Federal,
State, and city governments.

Finally, T think the American public has correctly seen that global
problems such as food, population, energy, environment, oceans, the
spread of nuclear weapons, and other security issues all require global
management. The public sees that global mamagement means either
the U.N. as it exists at present or as it would have to be reinvented if
for some reason we were to discard the present structure.

[ then, Mr. Chairman, turn in this prepared statement to the causes
of concern of the U.S. public which are just exactly what Ambassador
Yost has just cited.

First, and most important, was the decision of the General As-
sembly to receive Yasir Avafat and then to give observer status to the
PLO. Whatever may be the eventual judgment of history on the jus-
tice or the wisdom of these actions, I believe they have been judged
by the “attentive public” in this country to be unjust and unwise. I am
told that these actions evoked an unusual flood of mail directed to the
U.N. Seeretariat—some 8,000 letters, almost all of them negative. The
U7.S. Mission and our organization also received mail which was pre-
dominantly hostile. And many of our UNA chapters adopted resolu-
tions deploring these events.
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Second. I would cite the actions of the UNESCO General Confer-
ence last fall. T recognize that the actual situation underlying these
UNESCO actions was complex and unclear. I frankly do not think it
was well reported in the American press.

Many Americans think that Israel was expelled from UNESCO and
were outraged that that could happen. Even though Israel was not
expelled but was denied admission to the European Regional Group,
as the United States had been denied for many years, the various acts
of the General Conference were clearly unwise and designed to punish
Israel.

Many letters, editorials, et cetera, have cited these UNESCO actions
alone with those related to the PLO as evidence that the U.N. is behav-
ing in an improper fashion.

Third. there was the suspension of South Africa from the 20th
(ieneral Assembly. Reaction to this development was less clearcut than
in the preceding cases. The action itself was almost certainly illegal,
but many supporters of the United Nations can understand the exas-
peration of the African states over the unwillingness of leading pow-
ers, particnlarly the United States, to support meaningful pressures
on South Africa. Many U.N. supporters recall the long U.S. disregard
for the principle of universality in the case of China.

Moreover, many Americans are reluctant to lecture the Africans on
legality at a time when the United States is clearly disregarding its
charter obligation to respect the Security Council prohibition on im-
porting Rhodesian chrome. Thus, the South African affair has been
2 reason. but a rather secondary reason, for public irritation with the
Jast General Assembly.

Finally, there are various actions of the Third World majority in
the TN, on economic issues, particularly the resolutions of the Sixth
Special Session last spring and the Charter of Economic Rights and
Duties passed this fall. These issues are not widely understood and
they are only occasionally cited in protest letters, resolutions, and
editorials.

In a way, this is regrettable, since the incipient cold war between
{hhe Third World majority and the developed countries who form a
very wealthy and powerful minority in the U.N. is an extremely im-
portant and basic problem. This cold war, which seems to be replacing
ihe old cold war between East and West, has much to do with our lack
of success in the T.N. on other issues, such as, for example, mustering
political support for Israel.

I think these are the elements of current dissatisfaction and yet of
basic strength in the U.S. public attitude toward the United Nations.

Your letter didn’t specifically ask me, Mr. Chairman, what to do
about this but if T may I will just offer a brief comment. The U.N.
is a basically political organization. It has many technical elements
like the World Health Organization, the Food and Agriculture Or-
aanization, but at its core in the General Assembly, the Security Coun-
cil. the Economic and Social Council, and other plenary bodies it oper-
ates much like any other political body.

The General Assembly is not a lawmaking body like the House of
Representatives but its resolutions da over time have a certain effect
on events, greater or lesser according to circumstances.




Like other political bodies, it is imperfect. Some of its members do
not truly represent their constituents but act at time on behalf of
special interests or even out of personal motives. But in a broad way
a T.N. vote tells us something about world opinion. I think recent
U.N. votes are telling the United States that it is time to rethink some
of our hasie policies and positions. -

I will not try to go into detail, but will only say that I think that
U.S. policies in the economic field, which were cited more specifically
by Ambassador Yost, or in many cases our lack of a clear policy, have
led a large number of governments of the Third World to approach
each issue at the U.N., whether it is economic or political or legal or
technical, with something of a sense of grievance toward the United
States. Thus, a certain number of votes on the PLO question were, I
believe, cast for reasons which had little to do with Israel, but quite a
bit to do with the U.S. position in the world.

I know it is difficult for Americans to believe that with our truly
generous record—and our generosity is widely acknowledged—there is
any good reason for other countries to be suspicious or resentful of us.
But if we ean approach this matter with an open mind, analyze the
situations which lie behind these dissatisfactions. and try to do a seri-
ous job of mobilizing political support for constructive, creative solu-
tions to world problems—as we just did at the recent World Food
Conference—then we can transform the United Nations into an instru-
ment which serves our interests and the interests of people everywhere
even more effectively than the present imperfect but very worthwhile
strueture,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ser. Thank you very much.
18 an interesting speech. The third witness is
Ginn, chairman, U.S. National Commission for UNESCO.

»
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STATEMENT OF ROSEMARY GINN, CHAIRMAN, U.S. NATIONAL
COMMISSION FOR UNESCO

Mrs. Grnx. Mr. Chairman, distinguished Conoresslady and Con-
gressmen, I am Rosemary Ginn of Columbia, Mo. I am the chairman
of the T1.S. National Commission for UNESCO.

May T thank the chairman, his colleagues and his staff for invitine
the U.S. Commission to be represented at these hearings. It is a
thoughtful gesture on the committee’s part and I wish to take this
opportunity to express the Commission’s appreciation for this
courtesy.

My remarks will be limited to the specialized agency of the United
Nations, UNESCO. 1 leave to more expert witnesses the broader
questions of the United Nations which concern this committee. Yet
1t 18 understood that the problems within UNESCO are problems
which are present in the United Nations. and could perhaps constitute
a threat to the well-being of the entire U.N. system.

I propose to describe the U.S. Commission and its work, the actions
taken by the general conference of UNESCO—which have prompted
the recent restrictive legislation by the Congress of the United
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States—and the potential loss to the United States which may result
from that action. ! ]

The U.S. National Commission for UNESCO and its work: The
U.S. National Commission for UNESCO is a congressionally au-
thorized advisory and information body of 100 members, appointed
by the Secretary of State. Sixty members are nongovernmental or-
oanizations interested in, or related to, the fields of UNESCO’s con-
cerns—education, science, culture, and communications. Forty mem-
bers are individuals, 25 of them appointed from various levels of
Federal, State, and local government, and the remaining 15 are mem-
bers at laree. I am a member at large. The list of the membership
of the Commission is in your hands. i .

The Federal Government is replete with many citizens’ advisory
hodies some of which do advise, and others merely concur. The U.S.
National Commission for UNESCO is truly an adviser to the U.S.
(Government.

For example, much of the American environmental policy which
played a decisive role in UNESCO and at the Stockholm environ-
mental meeting had its origins in the U.S. National Commission for
UNESCO. The Commission held in 1969 in San Francisco what is
generally regarded as the first national conference on the environ-
mental crisis.

Later the Commission developed and put forward an American
position on UNESCO’s approach to the environmental problem, a
position which today underlies the international organization’s basic
policy. called “Man and the Biosphere.”

The U.S. policy for UNESCO pertaining to international women’s
vear was developed by the leadership within the U.S. Commission
for UNESCO and its task forceon IW Y.

The Commission has also advised the State Department on other
important matters, among them such things as the use of satellites
for education and culture—a most eritical international policy item—
and on equally vital matters of public concern such as the role of
education in the drug abuse problem.

The Commission is responsible, along with the UNESCO liaison
office at the United Nations, for information about UNESCO in the
United States. One of our most recent publications is “UNESCO
and the U.S. National Interest” of which you have a copy.

_In addition to its advisory and informational functions, the Na-
1l Commission also conducts broad program activities in fields
ital interest to the American publie, such as energy conservation,

drug abuse control, environmental eduecation, learning centers for

disadvantaged American children, and others. j

T_vml the works of the U.S. Commission, not so much to sing the
praises of an organization of which I serve as chairman, but rather
to give examples in which UNESCO-related Commission endeavors
are beneficial to U.S. interest.

Now may I turn to the actions of the 18th session of the General

'_-“-’11'!‘:-_!'-1'-11”3 of UNESCO held in Paris, October 17 to November

% [ attended this conference as a member of the U.S. delegation, and

%L};EECBI.NP I was a vice chairman of the U.S. Commission for
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])lllin" the general conference, more than 500 resolutions in the
fields of education, science, culture, and communications were acted
upon. The United States put forward a number of these. In most in-
stances we were successful in obtaining their adoption. However, in
what proved to be the most unfortunate issue of the general confer-
ence—the resolutions directed against Israel—we were unsuccessful.
For it was the United States which led the efforts to prevent passage
of these resolutions and we were unable to muster enough votes to
defeat them.

With regard to these resolutions, however, there has been much mis-
information and misinterpretation about the actions taken by the
general conference.

There were two resolutions passed at the heart of the controversy
in UNESCO. The first one dealt with the preservation of monuments
in Jerusalem. The second one was concerned with the application of
Israel to join the European regional group.

The Jerusalem resolution originated within the Commission ITT of
the General Conference on UNESCO’s cultural programs relating in
particular to the preservation of historical and cultural monuments,
sucl as Jerusalem, Philae, Nubia, and others.

This resolution was the outgrowth of prior resolutions in the United
Nations and UNESCO, calling upon Israel—and I quote from the
resolution :

; . to desist from any archeological excavations in the city of Jerusalem
mui from any modifieations of its features or its cultural and historieal char-
acter, particularly with regard to Christian and Islamic religious sites.

To the U.S. Government, the Department of State and the U.S.
Delegation, the Arab-Moslem draft resolution went beyond the limit
necessary, because it involved a specific sanction against a member of
stato and we viewed it as a far reaching and discrimin atory act un-
warranted by the circumstances.

During the preparation for the debate and vote on this resolution,
there was concerted dctmn and vigorous opposition by the Depart-
ment. of State, the U.S. permanent delegation to UNESCO in Paris,
the U.S. delegation to the Conference and the other countries which
supported the position of Israel.

Most of the Western European countries, a large number of Latin
American states and other members joined in voting against the sane-
tion on Jerusalem. The resolution was actually passed by less than a
majority, 59 in favor, 34 against and 24 abstentions.

In regard to the second resolution concerning Israel’s membership
in a region, I refer to a statement published in the January 1975 issue
of UNESCO Courier given by UNESCO Director General Amadon
Mahtar M’Bow on the resolutions relating to Israel. It is of the great-
est essence that you read this statement with the greatest of care. My
time limitation does not grant the opportunity to go throngh it in de-
tail, but it contains facts which you must have in your deliberations,
and it, too, is in your hands.

I quote from the attached M’Bow statement :

Israel has neither been ousted from UNESCO nor from any regional group

within the organization. Israel continues to be a member of UNESCO as one of
the 135 members states, ...
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and Israel can participate as an observer, as it has done in the past, at
any regional conference of ministers no matter where it is held.

Israel also continues to be listed for elections to the executive board in group
I, Western Europe, on the same footing as Australia, Canada, the United States
of America and New Zealand.

As a footnote, the committee should know that the United States
and Canada had expressed interest in being a part of a regional pro-
gram group for nearly 10 years before they were admitted, while
Israel had expressed interest for only 1 year.

May we now consider the reaction of the U.S. National Commis-
sion for UNESCO in regard to the action of the General Conference.

It is clearly spelled out in the resolution unanimously passed at
the annual meeting which was held in December of 1974. It is in-
cluded as an attachment to this statement. The resolution sharply de-
plores the action of the UNESCO General Conference, condemns the
political turn which it has brought to UNESCO, and urges the Direc-
tor General of UNESCO to seek ways of mending the breach that
has come within and without the organization.

Next among your documents you will find my statement listing sowe
of the losses the United States might sustain if the United States were
to withdraw from UNESCO. Such withdrawal, I am convinced,
would result in a whole catalog of disadvantages to the United States,
to many of its institutions and organizations, and to a large number
of private citizens who have individual interests in UNESCO and
benefit from their various associations with its work.

For instance, withdrawal would deprive the American scientific
community of its major facility for international cooperation research
and development. It would deprive vast numbers of individuals and
nongovernmental organizations of the cheapest and most efficient in-
strument available internationally for the conduct of their exchange
affairs. Tt would cut us off from much of the essential pionecer work
being undertaken internationally in the vital field of solar energy. It
would place us outside of similarly vital work UNESCO is conduct-
ing in the environmental research and monitoring sectors of the world
environmental crisis.

These are but three or four of the essential losses the United States
would sustain if we were to be divorced from UNESCO, and they
and others are amplified in the attachment which I have included,
and this, too, is among your documents and I hope, sir, that this as
well as all of the attachments which I have offered can become a part
of the record.

Mr. Fraser. Without objection, we will incorporate as many of
them as appear to be appropriate in the record.

Mrs. Giny. Thank you.

Gentlemen, T have reviewed the U.S. Commission and its work, the
relevant actions of the General Conference of UNESCO, and what
in the U.S. interest would be lost in our refusal to continue as a mem-
ber of UNESCO.

I would be remiss if I did not call to your attention the new Di-
rector General of UNESCO. He is M. Amadou Mahtar M’Bow, a dis-

# For material submitted by Mrs. Ginn, see pp. 97-103.
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tinguished black scholar from Senegal and the first African to head
a United Nations specialized agency. He is deeply concerned with the
management and revitalization of the organization. His is the Third
World voice of moderation and reason.

We worked hard to get him elected and now he needs our support.

The U.S. Commission for UNESCO is grateful for your concern.
We believe that the Congress does not wish to harm UNESCO, but
recognizes the presence of vital long-term interests of t he United States
involved. It is our hope that you will determine that the best course
for the United States is to make possible a continued strong participa-
tion in UNESCO.

This brief presentation can only bring you the barest outline of the
factors in this determination, for the Jerusalem question has been a
part of our world heritage for thousands of years. Whatever addi-
tional information and assistance we may provide for you we are ready
to serve.

I think perhaps the lesson we might learn from this experience is
that the United States, instead of turning away, should do more to
involve our American people in the quiet good works of the United
Nations system, particularly the educational, scientific, and cultural
organization, UNESCO.

The U.S. National Commission is most appreciative of this oppor-
tunity to appear before you and I gratefully acknowledge your
thonghtful interest.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you very much, Mrs, Ginn.

Let me ask you, if I may, T'will direct this to the whole panel, what
is your understanding of the effect of the amendment as adopted by
the Congress last fall? You are familiar with the provisions?

Mrs. Ginw. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fraser. What do you understand its effect to be, both in terms
of whether it affects voluntary or assessed contributions and what
would be required in order that the withholding of funds come to an
end or not take effect?

Mrs. Grny. Would either of you gentlemen care to answer ?

Well, you must understand that I bring you a total curbstone
opinion. I speak only as an individual who has read the amendments
and in my opinion the effect is that the United States is refusing to pay
its legally accepted assessment to UNESCO and that under the pres-
ent statement that exists in that amendment there is no money under
that source or any other that can be used for UNESCO or anything
related to UNESCO. .

Mr. Fraser. That prohibition would apply both to the assessed pay-
ment as well as the voluntary contribution?

Mrs. Gz, It is my understanding, sir. I don’t know that there has
been a legal opinion given by anybody on that but that is my
understanding.

Mr. Fraser. I think T understood that our payment is due around
April or sometime this spring.

Mrs. Givw. Shortly, yes.

Mr. Fraser. Shortly.

Mrs. GinN. Yes.




61

Mr. Fraser. There was a contingent provision, That is, it said until
or unless the President makes a finding that UNESCO will stay with-
in the charter, or something of that kind.

Mrs, Ginw. Yes.

Mr. Fraser. What do you understand the practical effect of that to
be? What would the President have to find in practical terms in order
to avoid the prohibition ?

Mrs. Gizy. Well, it appears to me—and of course it is very difficult
to empathize oneself into the position of the President—but he would
be required to make a judgment on the actions of the General Con-
ference. which of course is a body which has adjourned, and he would
be required to say that they had—I assume it was the understanding
of the Congress that different results to the specific resolutions which
caused the problems would be placed in force, namely, in regard to the
Jerusalem resolution, and this of course having been passed by an
autonomous body at the General Conference would be very difficult
to do and very difficult for the President to ascertain that it had been
done.

Mr. Fraser. In other words, your understanding is that the Presi-
dent in effect has to be able to report that these resolutions or actions
have been rescinded or reversed ?

Mrs. Gixy. That is my understanding of it, sir. Or at least it may
be that it says that positive steps have been taken to assure that
UNESCO is doing thus and so.

Mr. Fraser. So it might be prospective in nature, however. It may
not necessarily require revision or reconsideration of the action

Mrs. Gixy. Of course that would be a matter that the Congress
wonld have to determine, what positive steps would mean insofar
as their needs were concerned.

Mr. Fraser. Except I think this is a Presidential determination, not
one that Congress malkes.

T don’t mean to press you on it but I was just wondering what under-
standing you had of the effect of the language.

Mrs, Gy, Well. the effect is pretty devastating.

Mr. Fraser. Are there ways to your knowledge in which assurance
might be created that these kinds of actions won’t happen again?

The Chief of the General Conference isn’t going to pass a resolution
that it doesn’t like

Mrs. Gryy. Well. sir, in the democratic process you have to accept
the decision of a majority in any kind of situation and I can’t see any
way that UNESCO could determine that there might not be other
resolutions on other subjects which might not be entirely to our liking,
just as Ambassador Yost I am sure would have the same feeling about
the General Assembly.

Mr. Fraser. Let me turn to the question here of the nature of
decisions by the UNESCO Conference. For example, with respect to
the exclusion of South Africa from the last General Assembly. my
impression is that there is a rather strong argument to be made that
this exceeded the authority of the General Assembly under the
charter; there was no proper legal basis for such an exclusion.

So one can areue that the Assembly exceeded its powers and thereby
puts the whole adherence to the rule of law at some risk.

48-800—T75——5
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Can it be argued that any of the actions of the UNESCO Conference
exceeded their authority ?

Mrs. Gixw. I don't know that you could say that they have exceeded
their authority., They created a wedge between UNESCO and one of
its member states and this, of course, is the greatest damage that it does
to the institution itself.

Mr. Fraser. In other words. what you are saying is that what they
did wasn't necessarily a violation of the provisions under which they
operate, but rather that it reflected perhaps more of a political judg-
ment on the part of members which is not presumably an appropriate
consideration to come into force in UNESCO.

Am I close to the problem ¢

Mrs. Ginx. Yes, that is partially it, but you must remember that it
was a cumulative attitude and if this resolution were out of bounds
and were illegal, so were all of the others that have been passed since
1967 upon which this one was based.

Mr. Fraser. No. Well, T gather from what you say you don’t think
what they said was illegal but it may have been improvident in that
it injected a political issue.

Mrs. Ginn, I agree. I cannot think it was illegal but it was
improvident.

Mr. Fraser. Because it brought in political considerations which
presumably are not a function of the UNESCO undertaking.

Mrs. Gixn. Correct.

Mr. Fraser. I wonder if the other witnesses would comment on this
question. Is this comparable to the exclusion of South Africa?

Mr. Yosr. I really haven’t studied the UNESCO action closely but
my view from what I know about it would accord with yours. The
UUNESCO action was of somewhat a different character.

There was nothing illegal about it but it was unwise, unwise pri-
marily to introduce political questions into this organization which
is supposed to be nonpolitical dealing with quite different sorts of
problems.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Leonard.

Mr. Leoxarp. I have not heard a snggestion anywhere that the
UNESCO action was in a strict sense illegal, but rather as Ambassador
Yost said, improper in introducing elements which don’t belong in
deliberations of that body.

Mr. Fraser. Well, how can the President give assurance that this
won't happen again ?

Mr. Leoxarp. I have not studied the amendment, the provision of
law in any detail. In fact, I don’t think T have really read it verbatim.
But it is my understanding that it is very. very difficult for the State
Department and the President to find that UNESCO is coming into
compliance with the provisions laid down there in such a way that
they can certify as the amendment requires. }

Mr. Fraser. Finally, I have the impression that the days when the
plague was prevalent, when we have had other highly contagious
diseases, that one of the remedies was to burn the houses down. but
there was good reason for that. '

My own impression is a little bit that the U.N. is more like a piece
of chopping the head off the messenger who brings the bad news. that
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the U.N. forum provides the place in which we get the bad news that
some of our policies don’t seem to be well thought of in the world com-
munity and therefore we attack not this problem but the organization
which produces the opportunity for those views to be made public.

Mr. Yost. I would think that is very much the case, Mr. Chairman.
As T see it, in regard to the disputed resolutions, it wasn’t really the
U.N. that was acting in a particular way. It was 90 or 100 or whatever
number of governments expressing a view which we happen to strongly
disagree with. It was their view. The fact that it was reflected in the
TU.N. doesn’t change the situation on the ground.

Mr. Fraser. If we destroy that United Nations, does that give us
assurance that we will have altered the views of the nations that don’t
seem to agree with our views?

Mr. Yosr. Not at all, and they would no doubt behave as they see
fit—

Mr. RosexTHAL. If the gentleman would yield.

Mr. Chairman, by way of being the devil’s advocate, if you elimi-
nated the forum, then those views would not get the public attention
that they get under the auspices of the U.N. In other words, these views
are amplified to a greater degree than if they were unilaterally pro-
claimed by any one nation.

Mr. Yosr. This is certainly true, Congressman ; no question about it.
But T think one can argue that if there is a situation in a particular
area which we may dislike intensely, but it nevertheless is a situation
which we must take into account, there is no particular reason why
we should mind it being widely publicized.

Mr. RosextiaL. Let me give an example. When you get the picture,
either on television or in newspapers, of Arafat approaching the dais
and the cheering Delegates, you have institutionalized something. If
you didn’t have that meeting room, that kind of picture couldn’t be
telegraphed around the world. You would have individual countries
expressing their views, but when they gathered together, there was a
particular expression of those views.

Mr. Yosr. Well, that is certainly true, but I merely

Mr. RosextrAL. Of all the legislative bodies I have ever seen any-
where, either in this country or elsewhere, I have never seen a scene of
that type visnally expressed to hundreds of millions of people around
the world.

We have our moments in the House of Representatives that one
might look with askance at, but I can honestly tell you, in all the years
I have bheen here—about 13—I have never seen that kind of a hooting,
hollering, hysteria over that kind of an event.

Mr. Yost. Well, it is true, but that does reflect a strong emotion,
which, as I say, we disagree with——

Mr. Rosextiar. It is emotion multiplied by the conglomeration. In
other words. in trying to understand why people are critical of the
United Nations is that it brings together those who want an opportu-
nity to be physically together in one view in which their views are
amplified and given much greater expression than if they were indi-
vidually expressed by a foreign minister in a home country somewhere.

Mr. Yost. Well. of course, these groups would be meeting in nar-
rower forums, such as Rabat, for example, in any case. They would get
as you say less publicity but the same views would be expressed.
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Mr. RosentHAL. Also, their views get a certain seriousness of pur-
pose by being in that building and that chamber, a chamber for which
we have had great respect.

Mr. Yosr. I think, as I remarked in my statement, Mr. Congressman,
even the assembly—which I emphasize is not a legislative body in the
sense of passing legislation, it merely makes recommendation—is useful
in the sense that 1t does enable us to register what the opinions of the
member governments are. From time to time we will find ourselves
in strong disagreement with them just as others do, but at least we know
what they are.

As Dag Hammarskjold used to say, it is the world as it is whether
you like it or not.

Mr. Worrr. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Fraser. Could we just perhaps have further response, if any,
to Mr. Rosenthal’s question? Mr, Gilman has to leave and he wanted
to get a question in.

Mr. Worrr. I just wanted to ask a question of Ambassador Yost
about member governments.

What government did Mr. Arafat represent ?

Mr. Yosr. No, no; I was speaking of the members of the General
Assembly, not of Mr. Arafat.

Mr. Worrr. I am sorry.

Thank you,

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Leonard.

Mr. Leoxarp. I don’t want to take Mr. Gilman’s time, but I would
like to make a further comment on what Mr. Rosenthal said.

He has a valid point in that there are ways in which the whole strue-
ture of the organization works in a negative fashion, negative with re-
spect to whatever reasonable objectives we, or others, might posit as
being the reasons for having a world structure. T could cite many
more examples, and Ambassador Yost could, from our own experience
in the U.N.. where the procedures simply do not serve positive objec-
tives, but overall it is very much in our interest to have this structure
more or less as it is. Therefore we simply have to, in our mind, accept
these specific losses in certain areas for the sake of having the overall
structure that does serve our interest.

I think that in time changes can be made and reforms can be brought
about. But T think we should recognize that those reforms cannot be
breught about at this moment because of the particular nature of the
situation. We ourselves, the Western countries, set up the structure that
is there and we laid down the rules, modeling them pretty much on
our own parliamentary procedures, and now, when they have begun
to work in a way we and others see as against our interest, is not the
moment to suggest that those be altered in any very radical or im-
portant way.

[ think that moment will come and we can then, in an atmosphere of
conciliation, work out better procedures and better ways of doing the
things that are done there. But T am afraid for the moment, we just
have to sort of duck our heads while the storm goes on.

Mr. Fraser, Mr. Gilman.

Mr. Grraran. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. I appreciate the opportu-
nity of being called out of order.
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Mr. Fraser. You are in order.

Mr. Guaray. I regret that this hearing comes at a time when we
have such an important issue on the floor and all of our time is lim-
ited today. This subject is important to us, and most of our constitu-
ents, and the validity of our continuation of our Nation’s role in the
U.N. For that reason, I think it is important that we explore some of
these issues with you.

With relation to the UNESCO resolution, ean I ask what sort of
an investigation was conducted by the UNESCO with regard to the
charges leveled against Israel concerning the archeological diggings? .

Mrs. Giny. The Director General appointed an expert, highly re-
spected, archeologist who went to Israel and made a very careful and
thorough investigation of the situation as he found it, and he reported
that to the Director General and the Director General gave a special
report to us in the Cultural Commission on the findings of the gentle-
man'’s report,

Mr. Grarax. And who was the investigator?

Mrs, Giny. T eannot give you his name. I am sorry.

Mr. Guarax. 1sthat Professor Lemaire?

Mrs. Gixn, Yes.

Mr. Gruarax. Has that report been made public at all?

Mrs. Gixy. There was a limited report that was available to us at
the Conference.

Mr. Grarax. 1 understand that the Lemaire report was a very fav-
orable report to what Israel was doing.

Murs. Gixw, I didn’t feel that it was unfavorable. I felt that there
were some areas where he felt that they might have done some things
differently and maybe with a little bit more care, but overall, it was
a very fair preseniation of what he had found.

Mr. Gaax. You have read the report?

Mrs. Gin~. Yes,sir.

Mr. Guarax. Based upon the report, did you feel that there was sub-
stance to the charges that were being leveled by UNESCO?

Mrs. Giny. I didn’t eet that feeling from if. It seemed to me like
they are doing, under the circumstances, as well as they could, and I
didn’t have any feeling that the report condemned Israel. It didn’t
praise nor did it condemn.

Mr. Guaay. And how many members voted on the UNESCO
resolution ?

Mrs. Gixy. It was not a majority. I think T gave you that figure in
the statement. That was 59 yes, 34 no, and 24 abstained, so you see the
action was not really a majority vote.

Mr. Gizatan, Thank you.

Mr. RosexTiAaL. When you said you couldn’t give the name of the
author of the report——

Mrs, Gixw. Mr. Gilman, excuse me, sir.

T want to be sure that T have made a correct statement. The report,
the Lemaire report which I read, was the summary. It was not the
whol2 report. :

Mr. Griaran. Has anyone on the Commission seen the whole report ?

Mrs. Gixy. To my knowledge ; no.

My. Giaran. Why is that being withheld ?
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Mrs. Ginn. It was the position of the Director General, and what
his reasons were for withholding it, I do not know.

Mr. Grearaxn, Is that available to members of this body?

Mrs. Gixx. T don’t know that it would be,

Mr. Gruaax. Could yon make a request for it ?

Mrs. Ginx. Yes, sir,

Mr. Greaax. And if it is available. would youn submit it to us?

Mrs. Gixw. T wonld.

Mr. Gieatan, Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, without objection, if that report could be made part
of our hearing.

Mr. Fraser. If T understand Mrs. Ginn’s statement it was that the
report did not appear to condemn Tsrael.

Mrs. Giny. 1 didn’t have the feeling that it did. Now this is the
summary report of the visit which I read.

Mr. Giearax. And that is UNESCO's investigator that was sent
to Israel, an archeologist?

Mrs. Gixw. Yes, sir.

Mr. Fraser. Without objection, we will incorporate it into the
record."

Mrs. Meyner.

Mrs. Mey~er. I would like to thank our panelists for a very fine
presentation and T would like to move maybe into a broader aspect
of this and ask you what concrete measures you think can be under-
taken in the United Nations or what conecrete measures the United
States can take within the United Nations to remove recent irritants.

That is a tough one, I know, and a broad question, but I think it is
an important one.

Mr. Yost. Well, I did mention briefly in passing that T thought
there was beginning to develop an inclination both among the devel-
oped and developing countries to try a little harder to avoid confronta-
tion and to work out consensus on at least some of these controversial
matters. I would expect that to be a slow process and I wouldn’t at
all expect that it would avoid further irritants of this kind from
time to time.

I think, as someone said, the General Assembly is a political body
and you can expect them to aet politically, but there is a recognition
that if the U.N. is to be effective this must not be overdone. I think
we will find among many of the more responsible people on both
sides more of an effort to reach agreement behind the scenes in private
discussions before resolutions are brought out and put to a vote.

Now we have got to show the same willingness, of course, and not
follow the practice we have so often in the past of mobilizing support
and ramming through resolutions we like over the bodies of minori-
ties that object strongly. It has got to be a two-way street. But that,
I think, is the general line that one should try and follow.

But I do repeat that the more important areas for constructive work
are not at the General Assembly but the Security Council. on the one
hand, and the whole range of economie bodies on the other.

s RS

* The office of the U.8. Natlonal Commission for UNESCO subsequently informed the sub-
committee that the report referred to s unavailable. However, a statement by the Director
General on Israel’'s participation in UNESCO appears In the appendix on p. 101.




Mrs. Mevyer Thank you. ‘
Mrs. Gixy. May I offer a postseript? ,
From where I sit the first thing that we can do is to stay there.
That is the first thing that we can do that will make a contribution
to solving the problem, If we leave we have no way to work on behalf
of our own interests and our allies. _
Second. we need to offer strong positions of program leadership
: General Con-

because if there was one message that came to us m the :
and

ference it was, they would welcome strong leadership in ideas
positions from the United States. :

I think that, if you don’t mind, sir, that that 1s the erux of the
matter to me.

Mr. Yosr. Yes. P

May I, Mr. Chairman, say amen to that? I think the fact is that
during the first 15 or maybe 20 years of U.N. existence the United
States adopted a very positive attitude of Jeadership. While we failed
in some cases, on the whole the U.N. was quite an effective organization.

I think our support and leadership has somewhat slackened 1n
recent years and what we see there is partly a consequence of that.

Mrs. Mey~eg. Thank you.

Mr. Leoxarp., If I could just add to that a quote from a speech
Ambassador Seali made the other day. He said: “Even the most
vigorous and imaginative efforts cannot insure success. But a half-
hearted America can insure defeat.” It is my feeling that what we
have had really is a half-hearted participation in the United Nations
and in a whole series of United Nations bodies, and that is just a sure
preseription for our coming out badly in the overall process, and my
ureing would be exactly parallel to that of my two colleagues here,
that we go into it with a very positive approach here; that we give
it the best leadership that we possibly can in a positive spirit.

Mr. Fraser. Congressman Rosenthal.

Mr. Rosextian. Ambassador Yost, when and how did our leader-
ship slacken?

Mr. Yosr, Well, my impression is that it slackened slowly through
the middle and latter sixties for a number of reasons.

In the first place, there was a great deal of criticism in United Na-
tiong’ bodies about our 1):111.ivip::rion in Vietnam, This annoyed,
angered, many of our leaders at the time and caused them to depreciate
the U.N. and tend to do less U.S. business through the U.N. and more
outside it.

Then, of course, the fact we did lose our easy majorities there
with this great influx of new states from Africa and Asia which
created a new majority meant that we had to work a lot harder. We
didn’t win as consistently as we had in the past, and that discouraged
and upset other people. '

My, Rosentrar. Tell me in specific terms, taking into account these
historical facts and trends, how do you correct it as of today?

You are the President of the United States. What do you do, A,
B, C, D? ’ '

Mr. Yosr. In general T would instruct the Secretary of State and
others concerned with international affairs that, rather than com-
mencing to cope with a given problem bilaterally or in some small
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group of our close friends, in each case he should first see whether
there is not some United Nations agency that might be in a position
to deal with it. If there is, in the first instance deal through that
agency, whether it be the Security Council or Economic Social Coun-
cil or one of the economic agencies or whatnot. Only if that agency
proves to be ineffective, or if there isn’t any appropriate agency for
dealing with that particular problem, such as an agreement on stra-
tegic arms, should one commence with a bilateral approach.

Now, I say this is in general because obviously there have to be all
sorts of exceptions.

Mr. RosextAL Could you give me an example where that wasn’t
done and could have been done and might have made a difference?

Mr. Yosr. I think myself that we missed an opportunity at the
Special Session of the U.N. General Assembly last year which was
originally summoned to deal with the oil problem but was expanded
to include development problems generally.

Our approach was that we must first create unity among consumers
before we face the producers in a general dialog. Well, a whole year
has gone by and the dialog hasn’t happened yet. We are still talking
about it. T hope it will take place before long.

Mr. RosextHAL. And you disagree with that policy ?

Mr. Yost. Yes. My belief is that had we gone into this special session
with determination to try to work out something between producers
and consumers of oil and perhaps other commodities as well. obviously
we wouldn’t have accomplished very much in those few weeks but we
would have gotten a dialog started in a larger forum. This might have
avoided a good many of the confrontations that have subsequently
taken place. We might be now a year later, nearly a year later, with
a common program worked out. I hope we may have such a program
at the end of this year, but much later than we otherwise might have.

So that is one concrete example.

Mr. RosentiAr. I am just trying to think what the Secretary of
State’s response would be; probably, that he is having enough diffi-
culty getting the consuming nations to agree on a program, not to
speak of 113 nations.

Mr. Yosr. T know. It is a matter of tactics and style and T happen
to think that by concentrating exclusively on getting our friends to
agree and failing to bring in the other side we have built up an atmos-
phere of confrontation which is unnecessary and which makes the
solution of the problem more difficult.

Mr. Rosextrar. Have our bilateral relations deteriorated with, for
example. Africa and other Third World areas and countries with
the net effect that it is more difficult for us to operate in the United
Nations?

Mr. Yost. As T did remark in my statement, and I think my col-
leagues here made the same point, we have taken less account than
we should have in recent years of the economic needs of the developing
countries both in regard to aid programs and in regard fo trade
arrangements, and perhaps in regard to treatment of multinational
corporations. This has built up a feeling of some resentment against the
United States which has overcome the almost universal feeling some
years ago that we were very generous and understanding.
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Mr. Rosextrar. What I am really trying to get at is can you win
friends and influence people in the {Tnited ations by improving bi-
lateral relations? For example, if you increase your economic and
political activity in Africa, for example, would that create a more
avorable climate in the voting operation in the United Nations?

Mr. Yosr. It certainly would. You can’t expect a one-for-one re-
sponse and if you try to tie the two together too obviously you would
increase resentment. But in fact if you are following economic policies
that the A frican countries felt were more forthcoming and more under-
standing and more helpful, this would affect their entire attitude
toward us,

Mr. Rosextian. And yet on another scenario, Israel had done a
great deal in some countries in Africa in terms of technical assistance—
in Uganda for example—and that didn’t do much good after the tide
started to turn against them in the United Nations.

Mr. Yost. Yes. There, of course, are emotional political issues in-
volved there. As soon as anyone is able to get themselves labeled a
liberation movement it creates an automatically favorable response
from most Africans. They of course are most concerned with libera-
tion movements in southern Africa, but they tend to associate them
all in their minds.

Mr. RosexTHAL. That is what I am actually getting at.

For example, can any OAU vote with us when the liberation trend

is going the other way ?

Mr. Yost. Well, maybe not. On some issues I would doubt that they
could. Our influence might well reach so far as to induce them to mod-
erate their expressions and cause them to change their minds.

Mr. Rosextaar, You mean vote, but not cheer?

Mr. Yost. Maybe avoid a vote in some cases.

Mr. RosentuaL, Is it now not sort of the automatic thing to do for
Third World countries to automatically vote against the United
States?

Mr. Yost. Well, no. I think that would be an exaggeration,

I have also pointed out in my statement that even in this last As-
sembly we were able to get majorities on two very sensitive and criti-
cal issues : Cambodia and Korea. Obviously, a good many Third World
countries had to vote on our side that way.

Mr. Rosextiar. I am curions. Why do yvou think they did that?

Mr. Yost. A certain number of them thought their own interests
coineided more or less with ours.

Mr. RosexTHAL. You mean there are floating coalitions that we
could develop and if we had better bilateral relations we could take
advantage of these floating coalitions as they develop?

Mr. Yosr. The less developed countries vote as a block only on a rela-
tively small number of issues. They happen to be issues that they are
deeply concerned with but they are a relatively small number,

Mr. RosEntian. Do any of them vote because they feel they have to
for domestie political reasons?

Mr. Yost. Sure Tt stems in some cases from a fairly long-standing
resentment about these economic problems. T don’t think in most
cases there is any strong political feeling against the United States.
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Mr. RosexTHAL. You see, because in Africa, for example, we had
clean hands. We had not been one of the colonial powers such as
France, Great Britain, or Belgium.

Mr. Yosr. But while we have voted in general for many of the
resolutions in regard to southern African problems that they feel
so intensively about, until the recent change of government in Portu-
gal there has been very little effect of any of those resolutions, There
still is practically no effect as far as South Africa and even Rhodesia
is concerned.

So, they don’t feel that we have gone anywhere nearly as far with
them as they would like us to.

Now, we have very good reasons for not wishing to go that far.
Nevertheless, that is a basic difference of interest.

Mr. RosextrAL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Wolff.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have been reading the statements that were made prior fo my
coming in and T notice on this UNESCO resolution on Jerusalem it
says “The resolution originated within Commission IIT of the General
Conference on UNESCO’s cultural programs relating in particular
to the preservation of historical and cultural monuments.”

I wonder whether or not there were any resolutions or anything
like that that the United States interposed prior to that meeting in
1967 so far as Jerusalem is concerned. Would you know that?

_ Mrs. Gixn. Sir, my involvement only has a history of 4 years, so
it won’t go back far enough and I cannot tell you what the United
States did in regard to the resolutions that were offered from 1967 on.

Mr. Worrr. What T am getting at is, Were there any resolutions
for the desecration of historical monuments in Jerusalem prior to the
situation as it exists today? As T understand it, there was quite a bit
of desecration that took place prior to 1967. T am just wondering
whether there were any resolutions. Maybe other members of the
panel could comment. !

Mr. Yosr. T am afraid T don’t know. T have not heard of any.

Mr. Worrr. We do know—in fact, T was in Jerusalem prior to 1967
and I found a great amount of desecration taking place on monuments
that had great historical and religious significance, but there never
seemed to be any finger pointed at the perpetrators and T was wonder-
mg whether the United States had injected itself at that time or not?

I will pass that and go on to another point. Do you know whether the
People’s Republic of China is in any of the ancillary organizations of
the United Nations? i g U

Mrs. Ginw. Yes, UNESCO.

Mr. Worrr. How about the World Health Organization? T under-
stand that they were dismissed from the World Health Organization.

Mr. Yost. T don’t know the exact score now. They have been dropped
from most of the U.N. organizations following the action of the Gen-
eral Assembly a few years ago. '

Mr. Worrr. As T understand it. the General Assembly recognized the
People’s Republic as a member. Does that mean all of the other orga-

nizations that surround the United Nations have dropped the Republic
of China?
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Mr. Yost. It doesn’t necessarily, but it obviously has a strong effect.
Most of them have followed the example of the General Assembly.

Mzr. Worrr. What would the panel’s recommendation be on that, the
idea of the Republic of China’s representation in organizations like
the World Health Organization?

Mr. Yost. As 1 think you know, Congressman, the People’s Republic
of China has taken the position, rightly or wrongly, that they won’t
sit in an organization with what they call the representatives of
Taiwan.

Mr. Worrr. Suppose some organizations decide they wouldn’t sit
with the United States?

Mr. Yosr. Yes, I know. I am not defending that position. I am just
saying it is their position. After many years of refusing to accept that
position the United Nations—first General Assembly with U.S. sup-
port ultimately——

Mr. Worrr. What I am getting at is the fact that we do find political
considerations are entering not only this situation but others as well
with the ancillary organizations of the United Nations.

I think this is one of the areas that troubles those of us who have
been supportive of the United Nations and its organizations; it is what
some of us take exception to at the present time.

Mr. Yosr. There was a feeling that grew over the years that while
many might have wished both Peking and Taiwan to be represented,
if that wasn't possible, if it had to be one or the other, it was far better
to have the one that represented 800 million people rather than the one
that represented 13 million.

Mr. Worrr. But that is in conflict with the rules of the United
Nations.

Now, if we were going to take people and put them outside of the
aegis of the United Nations which 1s similar to what happened to
South Africa—and I don’t hold any belief for the political ideas, the
apartheid policies of South Africa, but I find that the exclusion of any
nation from the U.N. or attached to the United Nations is basically
against the purposes of those organizations.

Mr. Yost. Well, I would agree with you, but of course the Chinese
situation is peculiar in that the two Governments each claim to be
representing China as a whole.

Mr. Worrr. That is true of North and South Korea; that is true of
North and South Vietnam.

Mr. Brveran. No, it is not.

Mr. Yosr. If the Nationalist Chinese claimed to be a separate coun-
try, then the situation might have been different, but they too claim
that they are a part of China. B

Mr. Worrr. 1 would like to get to one or two other points here. You
did talk about the question of bilateral agreements being secondary
really to trying a multilateral approach. i

I wonder what success the United Nations has had with the question
of Turkey and narcotics abuse and the question of the growing of
opium ¢ i

Mr, Yost. I am not sure that anybody has had much success with
that. We, in the United States, had a temporary success and then it
backfired which I think rather emphasizes the dangers of the bilat-
eral approach. 3
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Mr. Worrr. But there was no real effort by the U.N. then?

Mr. Yosr. It ended by damaging our relations with Turkey rather
seriously. _

Mr. Worrr. But was there any effort by the United Nations? By
UNESCO, as part of its charter, the Agency of Drug Abuse Control,
did UNESCO take any role in attempting to influence the situation in
Turkey ?

Mrs. Gy, No. Our interest was in the educational area and the con-
cern of the young people who were abroad who had problems and how
we could help in that kind of a situation.

Mr. Yost. The United Nations does have a narcotics program. [ am
not familiar with just what they did vis-a-vis the Turkish opium pro-
gram. I am sure they were concerned with it and just what kind of
measures they took, frankly I don’t know. But I think often there is
much to be said for handling a highly controversial and sensitive prob-
lem by veiling it in a multilateral framework rather than trying to
deal with it bilaterally.

Mr. Worrr. As I understand, we have been trying to get the People’s
Republic of China interested in the problem. They are now a member
of the United Nations and they have refused to participate. I under-
stand that we have also been trying to get the Soviet Union involved
in the whole question of international narcotics control and they have
not joined the effort.

So that the fact is that maybe sometimes these multilateral efforts,
even with those countries who are very vitally concerned—there has
been a great amount of talk that the People’s Republic of China have
participated in an internat ional traffic, and yet no one has ever been
able to prove that they have participated in the traffic—but it would
soem that if any nation wants to be part of the community of nations
that they would participate in the solution of worldwide problems,
and international narcotics control is one of them.

One further element. The Human Rights Commission. The Human
Rights Commission has been quite active in a variety of areas. Are any
of you familiar with any efforts of the Fluman Rights Commission so
far as Northern Ireland is concerned ?

[No response. |

Mr. Worrr. Well, it seems to me T have just mentioned three or
four problems here that are situations—

Mr. Fraser. If the gentleman will yield, the subcommittee, T think,
is makine a recommendation for a study on Northern Treland.

Mr. Worrr. Well, T have not heard of it and that is why T asked
the question.

Mr. Yost. I might say in general, Mr. Congressman, that we have
tried very hard many times. among others when I was at the U.N., to
strengthen the U.N. capability to deal with human rights problems,
for example to get them to appoint a Commission of Human Rights
who would have some investigatory powers. But we were unable to
do so.

This is an extraordinarily sensitive issue because it is considered to
affect domestic jurisdiction and national sovereignty and so on. How
sensitive it is is shown by the U.S. failure to ratify a whole series of
human rights conventions.
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Mr. Worrr. What I am leading to is the fact that there are many
important questions that have not been addressed by the United Na-
tions and, therefore, 1 feel that there is a very serious dereliction on the
part of the U.N. and its organizations that I believe should be ad-
dressed in the question of human rights.

As I understand it when Amnesty International, which was ac-
credited through the U.N. made a statement to the effect that there
were some 60 nations that were engaged in acts of torture against
their own citizens that the acereditation to the U.N. was dropped.

Now, it seems to me that that type of situation cannot go unnoticed.
I for one strongly believe in the United Nations but I would like to
see it strengthiened and I would like to see it address itself to the prob-
lems that exist in today's world rather than just the selected issues to
which it seems to be addressing itself that are perhaps important to
some of the nations that are invelved. On a worldwide sitnation what
can be more basic to the problems of the entire world than the question
of human rights?

Mr. Yosr. 1 agree with you entirely, Congressman, I feel very
strongly on that subject. But I do think we have to recognize that,
just because people do feel so strongly that it is a matter within their
domestic jurisdiction, they are reluctant to have outsiders get involved
in it. We are as intransigent as anybody else.

Mr. Worrr. Let’s get to one other point you alluded to, to the fact
we are unhappy because the United Nations does not accept our
positions.

Well, if you take something that goes far beyond our position, the
question of international terrorism, skyjacking, and the like, here is a
point where the United Nations have failed to take any position at all.
This affects the world community. It doesn’t affect an individual
nation or individual state ?

I feel again that here there has been a dereliction on the part of the
United Nations and until such time as the United Nations directs its
attention to these very pressing problems I am changing my position
vis-a-vis the United Nations. Unless there are reforms initiated, I
question how strong our support should be. There is even talk in
some quarters of withdrawal from the General Assembly, but keeping
our seat in the Security Couneil.

Whether or not this is the answer, no one can say. The important
element to my mind is that we do stay within the United Nations be-
cause we can probably exercise much more in the way of strength if
we are within that body than if we are without it.

Mr. Yosr. I surely agree. Mr. Congressman. I think Mrs. Ginn made
that point very well. We can’t improve the U.N. if we are not there,
and we need to improve it. We need to be there and work in all its
programs. We know it is an organization with limited capabilities. It
is far from being as strong as T would like to see it.

T hope that it can be strengthened gradually if we and others pro-
vide the leadership and resources.

Mr. Lroxarn, Could T, Mr. Chairman, make a point on one point
that Mr. Wolff brought out ? This question of human rights I certainly
agree is one upon which a great deal more ought to be done through
the U.N. than is. T think it is one in which there is now developing a
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receptivity toward initiatives in this area. I think it is one that leader-
ship has to be given on.

Actions on this area will not arise spontaneously out of the normal
procedures of the United Nations. It has to be given leadership, prefer-
ably by an important country such as the United States, and I was
very pleased last fall when I saw in the Sec refary of State’s address
to the U.N. that we were going to take an initiative in the field of
torture, which is one of tlu- real blots on hum: anity today. But to the
best of my knowledge this initiative has not vet come forward.

I think within this area of human rights this subcommittee has in
fact done very laudable work and I would hope that this would be
followed up and that this subcommittee would work with the Execu-
tive and try to develop ways in which the United States can take
initiatives in the l'nirul Nations of a character that has a chance of
having some success, in a generally improved atmosphere, generally
mnlnn\ml receptivity toward this whole question dll:l in this fashion
change the deplorable situation.

Mr. Fraser. 1 might say. Mr. Leonard, we have some lmpn that the
[1.S. position at t}w meeting of the Commission in Geneva is going to
be stronger than it has been in the past. We will find out soon.

Mr. Bingham,

Mr. Bingaas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

On this matter of human rights, T agree with what you gentlemen
have said about the importance of strengthening the United Na 1ons’
mh in this field. But we should recognize that one reason that the
[7.N. has not gone faster, fnllw is because we would have been very
ll|:~-'l if the U.N. had started to inquire into violations of human [1‘r|11~
in the United States. Lord knows we have plenty of them.

I wanted to focus, if T might. on the UNESCO matter. T read
vour statement, Mrs. Ginn, with great interest and also the resolution
of the 17.S. National Commission to UNESCO which T must say 1
had not seen l)(‘h‘}lt‘ and I am most interested in the strong language
that was used in that resolution to dvlnhnv and condemn the actions
that were taken at the UNESCO General Conference.

[ was also interested to see that Ambassador Leonard in his state-
ment characterizes those actions as clearly unwise and designed to
punish Israel, so I don’t think we are in any disagreement about the
character of those ¢ wtmna—th it they were ;mhl ically motivated, and
that they were most unwise and (](‘}l]llhl]}h-

The only disagreement I suppose between us is as to what should be
done about it. I notice that also in the National Commission’s resoli-
tion you urged the U.S. Government fo exert every effort to nullify
the deleterious effects of the resolution by, among other things, seeking
Israel’s immediate admission as a member of Hle European group and
restoration of all UNESCO assistance to Israel.

I might say if that were done and UNESCO took that position, T
have no doubt that that would put an end to the cutoff of funds that
was voted by the Congress last year. The wording of that paragraph,
by the way is:

A cutoff of funds until the President certifies to the Congress that such
organization, one, has adopted policies which are fully consistent with its
educational, scientific, and cultural objectives and, two, has taken concrete steps
to correct its recent actions of a primary political character.
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We have not asked for anything different than the National Com-
mission is asking for. So it l("l”_\ comes down to the question of
whether corrective action will be taken by measures short of the
extreme sanction of a eutoff of funds.

I think that is where our difference lies. T am delighted to see that
the National Commission has gone as far as it has,

The question here, I think, “has been somewhat off the mark because
there was a suggestion that you were not eritical of what UNESCQ

had done and you are eritical.

Mrs. Ginn. Yes, sir,

Mr. Bineranm. So it is just a matter of what is the best way to cope
with it, and my question 1 sup pose woul 1d be this: In view of the kind
of drastic action which the Congress has taken, what reason would
you have to suppose that the U NESCO Conference would act more

wisely in the future given the fact that most of the members are

anti-Israel.

Mrs. Ginw, Well, T would eall to your attention in the statement of
TIsrael by the new Director General in which he says—and I will read
to vou what he said so you will know what the new leadership of
UNESCO believes about it.

For my own part, as I had oeeasion to say at the 18th session of the General
Conference, I think that in an organization devoted to education, science and
culture, we must avold those conflicts which take on the character of systematie

We should perhaps also avoid the L loption of resolutions, even

confrontations,
rness in certain quarters.

with large majorities, that could result in deep
The Golden Rule for an association such as UNESCO should always be the

search for a consensus through patient and open dialogue.

This, sir, represents the new leadership of UNESCO and a gentle-
man with a philosophy of this kind, I feel, sure will make every effort
to see that such does not oceur.

Mr. Brxenas, Well, I applaud that statement, too, and I think it is
fine, but that is not the statement of the General Conference.

Mrs. Ginxn. This is true, but this is the statement of the gentleman
who has assumed leadership at the close of this General Conference
and whose leadership and activity of course cannot really be reflected
until the next General Conference which will occur in 1976.

Mr. Bixeaam. Well, if his influence can be put in that direction
effectively then T think actions will be taken that would make it pos-
sible for the President to certify that the necessary conditions have
been met. and funding of UNESCO conld continue.

Mrs. Ginn. May I suggest, though, that in the interim that the
United States has lost its opportunity to offer the positive strong
leadership which Congressman Wolfl' has so ably snggested and for
which he has given us such good ideas: and we have lost the oppor-
tunity to continue our hilateral contracts. We have lost the residue of
good will because we have failed in our legal obligations in UNESCO
in failing to pay our assessment : and it simply lets the United States
stand in a position of no leadership at all. which is the one thing which
T believe we have all agreed that we should not do unless we are carry-
ing our share of the load.

Inless we are working to restore this and change the sitnation, why,
it just takes us that much longer to achieve the goals which you and I
both want.
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Mr. Bixemay. You say these resolutions directed at Israel have
been going on for some time. T presume the United States has been
doing what it could in a quiet way to correct the situation but those
efforts were not successful ; were they ?

Mus. GinN. Apparently not. y

Mr. Bixauay. Ambassador Leonard #

_Mr. Leoxarp. Mr. Bingham, it seems to me that this problem of
UUNESCO ought to be looked at in the larger context, the whole prob-
lem of moving toward peace in the Middle East: and that the unwise
action that was taken arises out of the sense of frustration because of
the feeling that adequate progress is not being made. If progress can
begin to be made or resumed toward peace in the Middle East, which
we all pray to God for a lot of reasons of a very much weightier char-
acter than even those involved in the UNESCO operation. then T think
this sense of frustration will be in a considerable degree dealt with and
the kind of problem encountered repeatedly here is much less likely
to come up.

Mr. Bineuay. I certainly agree with that. More broadly, T think
this problem in the Middle East is the cause of most of the eriticism
that attaches to the United Nations itself today. There is so much
bitterness and a total lack of balance in the approach toward Israel.
A great majority of the members of the T.N. are either actively or
passively anti-Israel today.

Once that problem can be solved T think a great many of the other
problems that have been plagning the United Nations will also be
solved. But I don’t believe that we can wait on that eventuality, happy
as it would be. to try to do something about the UNESCO matter
which does seem to be in a peculiar category. There, the organization, T
think, by the agreement of most observers has gotten out of its sphere.

The U.N. is a political organization: UNESCO is not supposd to be.
The feeline T think in the Congress was that unless strong action were
taken to register the fact the United States simply won’t stand for this
type of political action. that there would be no improvement. Now,
that ig a matter of judgment.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. T don’t know exactly what case it is, but yesterday one
of the witnesses, T believe Dr. Evans. indicated that there is some
oeneral rule that exeavations of the kind going on in Jernsalem are ap-
parently prohibited under some international conventions.

Did that factor come up?

Mre. Gixw. Isn't there a Hagnue convention that places the responsi-
hilitv on the TTnited Nations for cuardine against changes in land as a
result of war. and I believe UNESCO is the Secretariat that is re-
sponsible for that, and it was under that kind of an area that they
moved into this disenssion in the first place.

There is a convention and I cannot give vou the exact wording for it.

Mr. Fraser. We probably onght to get the convention for the record
and put it in. Obvionsly it isa part of the keys.

Mr. Wolff.

Mr. Worrr. That poses another question, the question of lands taken
by war.
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Has UNESCO taken a position against any of the Soviet lands that
are occupied and the change of some of those lands that have been
occupied by war?

Mrs. Ginn. That, sir, I am not competent to answer.

Mr. Worrr. I take it there are certain changes that have taken place
there, too, as I understand it, as well as in the question of some ac-
tivities that have been taken by Turkey with relationship to minority
Armenian groups here.

But the other point I would like to bring up is I don't share the
belief of my colleague who said that the primary problem that we do
find is dissatisfaction with the United Nations solely because of the
Middle East. I think there are other areas that certainly are in contest
now and the Middle East is one that has been brought to the fore.

But since the point was made, are you familiar with some type of
educational material of the U.N. that was circulated in some of the
Arab lands of recent years?

Mrs. Ginn. No.

Mr. Worrr. I would suggest that on that basis—and L am not trying
to put yvou in an adversary position—but I think it would be wise to
examine some of the type of literature that had been sponsored by
UNESCO that was circulated throughout the Arab lands exacerbating
the problems of the Middle East.

Mr. Biveaam. Would the gentleman yield on that?

Mr. Worrr. Yes.

Mr. Bixguam. 1 heard Dr. Evans speak about this just the other
day. As I understand it, the material the gentleman refers to was ma-
terial used in the schools by the Arab governments who contral the
schools and the issue was whether UNESCO should continue to as-
sist in those schools in spite of that material being circulated.

So far as I know, the material was not supplied by UNESCO.

Mr. Worrr. It was funded by it.

Mr. Binanas. No, I don’t believe it was funded by it. The issue was
whether UNESCO should continue to assist in the educational pro-
grams of those schools even though that type of literature—and that
is a debatable question—but I don’t think UNESCO was funding or
supplying the literature.

Mr. Worrr. Well, T have seen material that was circulated with the
UNESCO stamp upon it that was kind of scurrilous material and I
think—T hate to differ with my colleague again——

Mr. Bizeuaam. I would be glad to see it, but that is not my
understanding.

Mr. Worrr. There is a question as to some of the literature that was
circulated under the aegis of the United Nations. Whether it is printed
by them or not, T don’t know.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fraser. Just one other question in relation to the exclusion of
Israel from the European group.

I understand that the United States and Canada had applied to
be in a region group and were——

Mrs. Gizy. To my knowledge, not really applied, but had expressed
an interest in being part of, and their interest was not acknowledged
and they were not accepted for almost 10 years.




Mr. Fraser. But this last conference they were.

Mrs. GinN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bingaam. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one further question
about the UNESCO matter?

I am surprised that neither your statement nor the resolution re-
fers to what I consider in some ways to be the most objectionable of
the Conference resolutions with regard to Israel, which was one that
directed the Director General to undertake the supervision of educa-
tion in the occupied territories in Israel which was certainly a most
unrealistic resolution, but neither your statement nor the declaration
of the National Commission referred to that.

Mrs. Giny. Well, that probably is a part of the analysis that was
given to this resolution by the Director General who shared your con-
cern that it was unrealistic and very difficult to be carried out.

So, I don’t think that he nor the rest of us have had a feeling that
there would be much of any kind of an implementation possible.

Mr. Binamay. Thank you.

Mr. Fraser. Well, I want to express my appreciation to the panel.
I must say I get the general impression that the United States is ap-
plying considerably higher standards in judgment in both UNESCO
and the General Assembly than it has applied to its own actions over
the past years.

I think this arises out of the fact that many of us identified with
the plight that Israel faces, with the threats to her security, but in
terms of the international organizations involved it isn’t clear to me
that we are applying standards that have been consistently applied
through the years.

I don’t think that is for myself a basis to suggest that the intrusion
of political considerations is a wise thing, but only that we ought our-
selves to begin to adhere to higher standards consistently rather than
intermittently which is something I hope we do, not only on these kinds
of issues, but on the human rights issue generally.

Thank you very much.

This has been very helpful to us and we very much appreciate all
your time.

[ Whereupon, at 4:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned. ]




APPENDIX

StatemeNT oF Hon. Prarrie M. CraNE, A REPRESENTATIVE 1N CONGRESS
Froym THE StATE OoF lLLINOIS

Mr., Chairman, I certainly appreciate the opportunity to express my views with
regard to the United Nations and the U.S, role in support of that organization. In
view of recent developments these lhearings are certainly timely and, as a
result of them, it is my hope that Americans will get a clearer view of what we
can expect from the U.N. and what we can, or should, contribute to it.

When the United Nations was originated in 1945, it was thought to be the hope
for future world peace. For Americans this was particularly true—due in part
to the desire to avoid another world war and in part to guilt feelings over our
failure to join the League of Nations. Regardless of the lessons of history,
America, more than any other nation, wanted the U.N. to succeed. President
Roosevelt, in a manner reminiscent of Woodrow Wilson, made all types of con-
cessions to see that it did get started and each succeeding administration has
given the U.N. extensive political and financial support.

To be very blunt, without United States support, the U.N. would have collapsed,
or would have been proven useless long, long ago. American dollars—over 5.1
billion of them since 1945—have kept the organization going financially and
Ameriean prestige has given the organization what little leverage and respect-
ability it has enjoyed to date.

Unfortunately, recent events have demonstrated that a majority of U.N. mem-
bers do not seem to care about such things as respectability, responsibility or
reasonable adherence to the U.N. charter, to say nothing of the feelings of the
nation that has been the organization’s political and financial angel.

There can be no justification, on the basis of the charter or otherwise, for
granting the Palestine Liberation Organization observer status at the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly.

There is no consistent rationale, after the admittance of Red China to the
1.N. on the basis of “universality” (even though this meant kicking Nationalist
China out of the U.N., in direct violation of the U.N. charter), for suspending
South Africa’s membership in the general assembly,

There is no logie in eliminating Israel from the European UNESCO program
while granting the Viet Cong office space so as to improve their liaison with two
humanitarian agencies of the United Nations. And there is no justice is coun-
tenancing the expropriation, without compensation, of foreign owned property
by any nation.

The fact that these steps have been taken only proves what some of us have
been saying for a long time. It is now painfully apparent that many member
nations are more interested in playing polities than promoting peace and that, as
a promoter of peace, the U.N, has been increasingly ineffectual.

That this is the ease shonld not be any surprise. The leagune of nations had
a similar problem, one that U.S. membership in the League of Nations would
not have corrected. The league did nothing, at times when action was impera-
tive. heecanse member nations put their own parochial interests bhefore any-
thing else—including the league charter. Now, U.N. member nations are doing
the same thing: they are acting in behalf of their own vested interests, at the
expense of both the T.N. charter and the higher ideals npon which it was based.

For example, terrorism ean contribute nothing to the cause of world peace,
vet the TU.N. majority is condoning it because that majority is either part of,
or in sympathy with, the Arab forces that wish to extinguish Israel as a nation,
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Likewise, aggression is alien to the stated goals of the U.N. but, since the
Korean War when aggression was halted but not defeated, no effort has been
made by the U.N. to curb aggression when it has occurred. When Russian armies
moved into Hungary in 1956, nothing was done. When Indian armies moved
into Goa in 1961, nothing was done. When North Vietnamese forces moved into
South Vietnam nothing was done. When Russian tanks rolled into Czechoslovakia
in 1968, nothing was done. And when Egypt and Syria attacked Israel in the
midst of Yom Kippur in 1973, nothing was done.

True, there have been U.N. peacekeeping forces in the Congo (which the Soviet
Union refused to pay for) and in the Middle East. And there have been U.N.
observers stationed elsewhere, but these forces have not kept the peace,
through no fault of their own.

The fault lies with those nations, obviously a majority, which are quick to
brand self-determination or self defense as aggression when practiced by free
world nations while proclaiming the reverse is true when perpetrated by Com-
munist or Third World nations.

And then we come to the issue of human rights. All member nations pro-
claim to be in favor of such rights, but when we get down to the nitty-gritty the
same type of hypocrisy exists. Thus, we have the spectacle of an embargo being
declared against Rhodesia and a suspension from membership in the General
Assembly being applied to South Africa on the grounds that both governments
are mistreating their people, while at the same time, absolutely nothing has
been, or is being, done about Soviet concentration eamps in Siberia, political
repression in Red China, the 20,000 plus political prisoners in Cuba and the
denial of basic freedoms in all the countries behind the iron curtain. What
is happening to personal and political liberty in the Communist world is far
more serious and potentially dangerous to the cause of world peace and free-
dom that what has happened in Rhodesia or South Africa, yet these two are
singled out. Why? Because, a majority of UN. nations are obviously more in-
terested in what the Communists can offer them, or in the case of the Com-
munists maintenance of their own totalitarian dietatorships. If all the member
nations of the TL.N. were suhjected to the penalties to which some have been
subjected, the T.N. would be a very small organization indeed.

Man is not perfect, nor is he likely to he in the foreseeable future. The same
holds true for nations. Therefore, it is only reasonable to expect that men and
nations will, at times, act irrationally; that they are likely to put their own
selfish interests before anyvthing else: and, that they are not likely to subject
themseelves voluntarily to the disagreeable dictates of others. As a consequence,
it is unreasonable to expect them to support a world organization unless it
enhances their national objectives. Nor iz it likely that they would be willing
to surrender their sovereignty to such an organization.

Such being the case, the time has come to recognize that the U.N. is not, nor
will it ever be, the panacea that some hoped for. The record shows that the
organization is not only incapable of acheiving the goals set forth in its charter,
but is in complete disagreement over the definition of those goals and how they
should be applied. In fact, the United Nations is a myth, becanse the institution
is neither united nor comprised of nations. There is no consensus on basic values.
In the case of totalitarian dictatorships, no reasonable man would attempt to
suggest that snch a nation enjoys representation. All that is represented in
such states is the handful of gangsters who retain control through force and
terrorism. So, what good is the T.N.? At best it may serve a usefnl purpose as
a fornm where governments can let off steam, where petty disputes can be
disenssed and negotiated, and where improverished Nations ean have contacts
that wonld he denied them if they had to rely on embassies throughout the
world. It represents the de facto and de jure governments of the world and gives
them a place to make themselves heard.

Tor these reasons, it seems to me that each nation shonld contribnte fo its
operation to the extent that it represents the people of the world. Thus, rather
than footing over 309 of the bill as it has in the past, the Unifed States shonld
pav 5.69, of the bill hecause it has only 5.89; of the total population of the
nations represented in the U.N. Furthermore, nations refusing to pay their
share of the bill. should be suspended from membership in the U.N, until such
time as they settle their back accounts.
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To those who think such a position might seem harsh, let me cite a few figures.
I mentioned, earlier, that the U.S. has contributed over $5.1 billion to the
{I.N, since its inception. The Soviet contribution over the same period has
totalled only $519 million. Furthermore, the U.S., has always paid its U.N. bill
on time or in advance. The Soviet Union by contrast is almost $110 million in
arrears, Moreover, the U.S. is assessed the largest share of the U.N. regular
budget (25%) while the Soviet, which has the second highest assessment, is
charged only 12.9%. Finally, I should note that, when the U.N, gets in financial
trouble, it is to the U.S. not the Soviet Union, that the U.N. turns for help.

The reason I draw this comparison with the Soviet Union is because the
Soviets are a major world power with more people than we have (about 50
million more), to say nothing of the fact that they have three votes to our one
in the U.N. General Assembly and have the same veto power in the security
council that we enjoy. Even when the Soviet Union was not getting its way
in the U.N,—which was a long time ago—it never had to support the organiza-
tion to the extent the U.S. has and, in fact, it refused to pay much of what it
was asked to pay.

If anything, a 5.69; contribution from the U.S. is generous; after all we have
done for the U.N,, its member nations ought to allow us a free membership for
a good while fo come,

Of course, no such thing will happen. Instead, the U.N. in recent years has
been voting in such a way as deliberately to antagonize millions of Americans.
For example, I need cite only the seating of Red China, the expulsion of Na-
tionalist China, the suspension of South Africa, the sanctions against Rhodesia,
the granting of observer status to the PLO, the dropping of Israel from the Euro-
pean UNESCO program and the approval of expropriation, without compensa-
tion, of foreign-owned companies (most of which are going to be U.S. com-
panies). In addition, there is the list of things that could have been done:
Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and South Vietnam just to name a few. I counld go on,
but rather than repeat the obvious, let me just suggest that the future portends
more of the same,

In view of the total lack of concern by the U.N. for its charter and for the
viewpoint of the nation that has done more than any other to try to put the
ideals of the charter into practice, I am about to introduce a bill into the House
of Representatives that would reduce the total U.S. contribution to the T.N.
to a percentage equal to the percentage of the U.S. population as compared to
the total population of all member nations. This would (1) reduce the U.S. share to
5.6% starting in 1976, (2) save the American taxpayers at least §340 million and
(3) establish the population representation standard that I referred to earlier.
Moreover, such a standard would do justice to all nations while recognizing the
fact that the U.N. has its limitations and that the U.S, has both recognized and
accepted that fact,

Perhaps, when other nations begin having to carry their fair share of the
finaneial load, they will be more inclined to work together for the benefit of all
rather than at cross-purposes to the benefit of only themselves. Should such a
change in attitude develop, history would record that the biggest contribution
the 1.8, made to the U.N. politieally was the reduction of its contribution to the
17.N. financially. For the sake of all, I hope things work out just that way.




StatemENT oF THE AMERICAN JEWISH CoNGRESS oN THE 1974 GENERAL
AsseMBLY axp THE U.S. Posirion 1xy e Uxrrep NAaTioNs

The American Jewish Congress welcomes this opportunity to submit its views
on the recently-concluded session of the United Nations General Assembly and
on the relationship of the United States to that international organization. From
its inception in 1918, the American Jewish Congress has been dedicated to the
preservation and extension of democratic freedoms around the world. Because
of our commitment to a just world order, the American Jewish Congress has
been an active participant in non-governmental organizations supportive of the
United Nations.

While the record of the United Nations in promoting the peaceful solution of
international disputes has not always been entirely admirable, there have been
many instances since its creation in which the U.N. has contributed to world
order. Even during the last session, the U.N. served a useful function, in accord-
ance with the historiec purpose underlying its Charter, by stationing peacekeeping
forces in Cyprus and renewing the UNDOF force in the Middle East. These are
only two of a host of actions that brought credit to the institution this year.

There have been other recent actions by the U.N., however, which can hardly
be viewed as consistent with the purported goals of that organizations., We refer,
first, to the actions of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) at its plenary session in November, 1974, when it
adopted a series of anti-Israel resolutions which have no coneeivably legitimate
justification. Abandoning any concern with education, science, or eulture and
snccumbing to the oil blackmail of Arab states, the General Conference of
UNESCO voted to withhold assistanece to Israel and bar her from membership in
its Europeon regional grouping beeanse Israel had allegedly imperiled monumental
and historical sites in Jernsalem, Another resolution, which was characterized
as “ecrude and inoperative” by one of the witnesses before the Subcommittee
on International Organizations, condemns Israel's educational and eultural activi-
ties in the ocenpied territories. Consequently, as a resnlt of a vindietive politieal
reprisal directed by the Arab states, Israel is now the only member of UNERCO
to belong to no regional grouping, with no right to participate in regional
activities.

These actions were accompanied by factual allegations which eontradiet the
reports of UNESCO's own Director-General, whose representatives visited
Jernsalem many times in the past several years. For example, the Director-
General's latest report, based on visits to Jerusalem in December, 1973 and
April, 1974 by Professor Raymond Lemaire of the Roman Catholic University
of Louvain, reaffirmed the conclusion of prior studies that Israeli anthorities
have consistently and painstakingly cared for all religions and historical sites
there. Referring to the archaeological excavations at the foot of the Temple
Mount, the report stated :

The excavations are being earried ont hy a perfeetly well-qualified team
of experts of various kinds, who are extremely attentive to all aspects and
to all the periods of which remains have heen found on the site. The same
care iz expended on the preservation of remains of the Omayyad palaces
as on those of the Herodinn period.

The report further stated that the excavations in the Old City's Jewish
Quarter were being

carried ont with the ntmost eare and emploving the most expert methods,
These excavations have already led to discoveries of the utmost importance
in relation to the history of Jernsalem.

The observations of the National Coalition of American Nuns are to the
same effect : “Israel has rebuilt Jernsalem. pouring into it millions of dollars and
more especially untold human resources. Jerusalem is now available to all faiths
and never before have the holy places been so protected and maintained.”
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Ironically, one of the chief sponsors of UNESCO's condemnatory resolutions
was Jordan, a country which, during its occupation of Jerusalem from 1{48 to
1967, destroyed over thirty synagogues (including the Hurva synagogue, built
in 1267) and used the headstones of ancient Jewish cemeteries for paving blocks,
Then, UNESCO was silent. Now, after Israel has restored holy places and opened
them to all worshippers, UNESCO manifests an exquisite concern for the archaeo-
logical character of the city.

Some have argued that the scrupulous care the Israelis have taken to safe-
guard the religious monuments of the Old City is not the issue at all. They claim
instead that the fact of Israeli archaeologic excavations, not their methodologic
expertise, constitutes a violation of the 1954 Hague Convention for the Protec-
tion of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Confliet. It is our understanding,
however, that while the Hague Convention protects archaeological excavations
it does not prohibit them. The signatories to the Convention, including Israel,
realized that independently-supervised digs are of vital significance in the pres-
ervation of cultural treasures.

That the UNESCO resolutions were acts of naked political reprisal is further
evident from the manner in which Arab delegates ensured that other conference
representatives would not be swayed by the actual merits of the case. Using
political and economic intimidation to gain support for their resolutions, the
Arabs prevented any possibility that, prior to the voting, the views of other dele-
gates—or even the Director-General—might be considered. Indeed, delegates
were not permitted to study the Director-General's report at any time during
the deliberations.

Another series of U.N. actions evincing a similar disregard for basic principles
of fairness were the invitation to Yasir Arafat to address the General Assembly
on the guestion of Palestine, the granting of observer status to the PPalestine
Liberation Organization, and the ominously ambiguous resolution that “recog-
nizes the right of the Palestinian people to regain its rights by all means in ac-
cordance with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations.”
Among the “rights” affirmed by the resolution is “the inalienable right of the
Palestinians to return to their homes and property from which they have been
displaced and uprooted. . . ." Particularly since the resolution on Palestinian
rights is mute on the question of Israel’s right to exist, we believe that it encour-
ages the interpretation that international body approves of the displacement
of a member nation, Israel, by a new, PLO-dominated state.

Never before has the U.N. granted such status to people who represent neither
a member state nor any state at all. Significantly, the U.N. Charter requires that
non-members who wish to speak on international disputes must be, by definition,
“states” and grants the right of debate only when those states “accept in ad-
vance, for the purposes of the dispute, the obligations of pacific settlement pro-
vided in the present charter” (Article 35, Sec. 2).

In no way does the PLO meet the test of the Charter. First, it is not a state
at all. Secondly, its avowed aim is “to repulse the Zionist, imperialist invasion
... and to purge the Zionist presence from Palestine,” (Article 15, The Palestine
National Covenant). Finally, the method of the PLO, as the world has too often
witnessed, is barbarie terrorism directed at innocent civilians—Olympic athletes
at Munich, Ameriean diplomats in Khartoum, and Israeli children at Ma'alot.
The T.N., of course, has failed to condemn the PLO for these killings. Appar-
ently, the PLO is a state for the purpose of granting it observer status at the
1I.N., but it is not a state for the purpose of condemning savage acts of terror.

The resolutions of the General Assembly in favor of the PLO leave in doubt
whether Israel, a member state of the T.N,, has a right to exist. By abrogating
Security Couneil Resolution 242 as the basis for peace negotiations in the Middle
Fast (a step consistent with the program of the PLO), the General Assembly,
it is feared, bestowed international blessings on the right of the PLO to use any
form of violence to force Tsrael to yvield her sovereignty. During the debates pre-
ceding these resolutions, moreover, Israel was the vietim of procedural inequi-
ties even more appalling than the obstruetion of free discussion that preceded
the TUNESCO resolutions. In an unprecedented action, one that made a mockery
of the U.N. as a forum for the exchange of ideas, the General Assembly lim-
ited Israel's right of reply to one speech and a ten-minute rebuttal at the end
of the day.

It is tempting, but mistaken, to minimize the destructive impact of these events
by concluding that U.N. resolutions simply mirror world opinion and do not in-
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» the behavior of states or other groups. The resolutions of the General
bly on Palestine and of UNESCO on Jerusalem are indeed harmfual to
peace In the Mideast, Not only do they appear to reward terrorism, but they
polarize the positions of the opposing parties—as to Israel, by intensifying her
inzs of international isolation and her understandable distrust for the ulti-
mate goals of Arab states; as to the Arabs, by committing their national honor
fo extreme solutions formally endorsed by the world community. As a resalt,
the flexibility of leaders on both sides is substantially reduced. The situation is
farther aggravated becanse many member states which might otherwise be neu-
tral on Mideast issues are forced, by the railroading through of one-sided resolu-
tions, to commit themselves to radical positions.

The United States should reject the view that we, in earlier decades, used
the United Nations in a fashion similar to that which we protest today. While
a majority of nations generally sided with us on international issues in the past,
that majority never sought to pass one-sided, unsupportable resolutions. The
recent 1IN, actions discussed above are unique in the history of that body inas-
much as they demonstrate, on the part of the new majority and particularly
the Arab states exercising their newly-discovered oil power, a total abandon-
ment of legal, moral and even political constraints.

Perhaps it should not be surprising that Arab, Communist and assorted Third
World countries—many of them governed by oppressive totalitarian regimes—
should show so little regard for precedural fairness and equal treatment under
the law, prigeiples which the United States has always assumed to be funda-
mental. But the fact that a U.N. majority has unabashedly chosen to discard
these principles for the sake of discriminatory political attacks against Israel
suggests that it might be appropriate for the United States itself to apply polit-
ical and economie pressures, evidently the only pressures to which some coun-
tries will respond, in an attempt to inspire among member states a closer con-
formity to the spirit of the U.N. Charter. ‘

The American Jewish Congress, therefore, supports the effort of the United
States Congress to withhold funds from UNESCO until it rescinds the politically-
motivated resolutions passed at its Paris conference.! Further, the United St
should urge the newly-rich oil producing states of the Middle East to increqse
their voluntary contributions to the U.N. as n gesture of good faith—particn-
larly to agencies like UNRWA which support their fellow Arabs—without wait-
ing for next year's scheduled reformulation of T.N. eontributions.

The recent adoption of a series of one-sided, unfair, and unworkable resolu-
tions lias compromised the noble ideals of the U.N. and impaired its peace-keep-
ing potential. We believe that these resolutions derive from fundamental imper-
fections in the underlying structures and procedures of the U.N., imperfections
that demand searching reexamination if future transactions at the U.N. are to
be materially and permanently improved.

We recognize, however, that this reconsideration cannot be done in haste ont
of partisan motives, We recognize, too, that it necessarily entails the best think-
ing of all those concerned to restore the U.N, as a forum which is not only credible
but genuinely reflective of the yearning for peace on the part of all the peoples
of the world—and we recognize that this undoubtedly will require an extended
effort. In the interim, therefore, we urge that the member states be encouraged,
out of their own sense of justice, to return to established notions of fairness and
universality. That minimum change, at least, is imperative if the U.N. is to
make a significant eontribution to world peace.

i At the December 10, 1974 meeting of its Executive Committee, the American Jewish
Congress adopted the followirg statement :

UNESCO's recent restrictlons, In effect expelling Israel from membership, represent an
abandonment of Its mandate to promote sclentific, enltural and educational goals and have
transformed UNESCO into a ernde political instrumentality.

These activities have been universally denounced. Seclentists, artists and intellectuals
have rightly severed all assoclation with UNESCO and its projects, The Senate of the
United States and the parlinments of other nations have either reduced or have moved
to discontinue all subventions of future UNESCO activities,

We believe these acts of practical protest are a necessary and effective reply to UNESCO's
demonstration of moral delinquency.
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Stupy THE ORGANIZATION OF PRACE

As the year 1975 begins, the American Government and the American people
are expressing serious concern about developments in the United Nations and
the United Nations Educational, Secientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). To lend support to these agencies—and, indeed, to the entire United
Nations system—we desire to explain the causes for this erosion of confidence,
In urging patience and understanding, we appeal for renewed leadership on the
part of the Executive Branch and the Congress and for continued support by
other non-governmental organizations, the media, and the publie.

The Commission to Study the Organization of Peace was founded in 1939, as
World War II was enveloping Europe. For the past 35 years, the Commission
had endeavored to provide new and eonstructive ideas about building a peaceful
world eommunity. Its Executive Committee hopes that this Statement, reaflirm-
ing fidelity to the prineciples upon which the United Nations system was founded,
will contribute to restoring American confidence and support.

EROSION OF C€ONFIDENCE

Within the past three months, a series of events occurred within the United
Nations system that caused widespread resentment, even anger, in the American
Congress, the media, and the public. These events struck unexpectedly and
suddenly—Ilike, in the words of one observer, “a series of thunderstorms in the
nizht.” One or two of these events would have eaused concern, but not dismay ;
it was the rapid sequence of them that caused even some of the strongest sup-
porters of the United Nations in this country to question their long-time loyalties.

1. Eight of the ten non-permanent members of the Security Couneil and two
permanent members, China and the Soviet Union, voted to expel South Africa
from the United Nations. On the first proposal for expulsion of a Member in 29
vears, the other three permanent members—United States, United Kingdom,
and France—cast the first triple veto.

2. The President of the General Assembly, Abdelaziz Bouteflika of Algeria,
ruled that South Africa could not paticipate in the current session. No delega-
tion asked the Secretary-General for a legal opinion on this matter, and the
President’s ruling was upheld by a vote of 91 in favor, 22 against (including the
United States), with 19 abstentions.

3. The General Assembly invited the Palestine Liberation Organization, ns
“the representative of the Palestine people” to participate in the plenary meet-
ings relating to Palestine. The vote was 105 in favor, 4 against (Including the
United States), with 20 abstentions. The leader of the Palestine Liberation Orga-
nization, Yasir Arafat, was accorded the dignity of a Chief of State when he
addressed a plenary meeting.

4, The General Assembly subsequently recognized “the inalienable right of
the Palestinians to return to their homes and property”, without referring to
Israel at all, and acknowledged their right to participate as a “principal party™
in a peace settlement, The vote was 89 in favor, 8 against (including the United
States), with 37 abstentions,

5. The General Assembly also invited the Palestine Liberation Organization—
by a vote of 95 in favor, 1T against (including the United States), with 19 ab-
stentions—to participate as an observer in the work of the General Assembly
and of other international conferences,

6. During the plenary debate on the Palestine question, the President of the
General Assembly ruled that each delegation could speak only once. This limi-
tation on Israel gave an obvious advantage to the 17 Arab delegations and their
many supporters. When challenged by Israel and the United States, the Presi-
dent’s ruling was upheld by a vote of 75 in favor, 23 against (including the
United States), with 18 abstentions.
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‘:Ij}?xl](; i(‘-’;nf:ra.l Assembly ndnptml.n f‘l}al’[.or of Economic Ri‘ghts and Duties of
otates, highly favorable to the developing countries, which included inter alia
the right of each State to “pationalize, expropriate, or transfer ownership of
foreign ]ll’(l].i(-‘ﬂ_\"', with compensation paid in accordance with its “relevant laws
and regulations” but without any reference to international law. The vote was
120 in favor, 6 against (including the United States), with 10 abstentions .

8. The General Conference of UNESCO adopted three highly controversial
T'P,h'(lil‘l”lln:ﬂ, all rather technical in character, that were unfavorable to Israel.
The first—by a vote of 59 in favor, 34 against (including the United States), with
‘_’-l_nln:!t-nlinns—\\'i thholds assistance to Israel, which amounted to only R‘.’-l,hﬂu in
1973-74, until it ceases certain archeological excavations in the occupied portions
of the city of Jerusalem. The second—by a vote of 51 in favor, 5 against (includ-
ing the United States), with 22 abstentions—noted “with anxiety” that the popu-
lations in the oceupied territories were not enjoying their rights to national educa-
tion and enltural life. The third—by a vote of 33 in favor (including the United
States), 48 against, with 31 abstentions—rejected Israel’s request to participate
in the European regional grouping for future activities. The General Conference
had previously granted the United States and Canada, also non-European coun-
tries, an exception to participate in this grouping. None of these resolutions
aflected Israel’s membership in UNESCO or its right to attend regional meetings.

As g result of this sequence of events, the United States Permanent Representa-
tive to the United Nations, Ambassador John Secali, delivered on December 6 a
carefully considered and cautiously worded criticism of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly and the UNESCO General Conference, Without mentioning either
South Africa or Israel, Ambassador Secali strongly warned against the “tyranny
of the majority” that was pushing through “unnenforceable, onesided” resolutions
unfavorable to the minority of developed countries, warned that these actions
were endangering support of the United Nations system in the American Con-
gress and public and in other developed countries upon whose support the
United Nations depends, and appealed to the developing countries to exercise
their votes with a greater sense of responsibility and realism. Similar views were
expressed by the representatives of the United Kingdom, France, West Germany,
and the Netherlands. These critical remarks elicited replies from a considerable
number of representatives of the developing countries.

CAUSES OF THE CRISIS

The recent quarrels and confrontations in the United Nations and in UNESCO
have resulted from several different but closely related causes.

The major political controversies have shifted, in the past decade, from an
Fast-West to a North-South axis, The ideological differences between the Free
World and the Communist world remain, to be sure; and the rivalries in the
Mediterranean, the Middle East, and Indian Ocean, and the political and eco-
nomie competition for influence in the Third World continue, However, both sides
recognize the catastrophe that a war would bring. In the present spirit of détente,
the two superpowers recognize that neither can impose its will on the other;
hence both must maintain the peace, even while engaged in acrimonious debates
and divisive confrontation invelving the Third World.

Today, the controversy over political, economie, and social issues rages be-
tween most of the over 30 developed countries—North America, Western Europe,
Japan, Australia, New Zealand, and the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe—and
some 100 developing countries—in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and Latin
America. The developing countries range from the newly rich oil producers,
whose rapidly expanding wealth adds for the first time some economic strength
to the group, to the smallest and poorest areas in the world. They consider that
the present division between have's and have-not’s is the result of historical
injustices, and they are determined to redress the imbalance. Communist China
and the Soviet Union, each for its own purposes, exploit the differences between
the developed and the developing countries, The United States and other major
powers are also involved in these rivalries. On every major issue of 1975—such
as population, food. energy, environment, development, investment, trade, and
to some extent human rights—the developed and the developing countries are
diametrieally opposed.

The division between the developed and the developing countries is exasperated
by two special problems: first, racial diserimination in South Africa and Rho-
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desia, and South Africa’s administration of South-West Africa (Namibia) ; and,
second, the conflict between Israel and its Arab neighbors. With regard to
southern Africa, most of the developed countries favor patience, pressure, and
continuing private and public dialogue; while most of the developing countries,
supported by the Soviet Union, favor ostracism, economic sanctions, and even
military action, With regard to Israel, the developing countries, again supported
by the Soviet Union, take an increasingly intransigent position. They have suc-
ceeded in virtually isolating the United States, as a supporter of Israel. While
the developed countries remain concerned over violations of individual rights,
the developing countries have become obsessed with violations of group rights
iu several areas.

During the cold-war political confrontation between the East and West,
the United States had a relatively easy time in every international forum. Of
the original 51 members of the United Nations in 1945, at least 35 were closely
associated with the United States, only 5 with the Soviet Union, and only 10
were non-aligned. For those first 15 years, the United States enjoyed control of
the General Assembly and other internaticnal formms, at least on all cold-war
issues. With a little arm-twisting, the U. Delegation could easily collect a
major: II\ vote, or even & two-thivds vote when required.

The United States did not hesitate in those yvears to use its “auntomatic ma-
jority"” in its own national interests. Ambassador Secali would have done well
to concede, in his comments on *““the pursnit of mathematical majorities”, that the
United States was once able to keep Communist China, through election of favor-
able eredentials committees and through parlinmentary maneuvers, out of every
international organization ; to pm suade the United Nations to intervene in Korea
to shift peacekeeping from the Security Council, in case of a veto, to the Gen-
eral Assembly under the “Uniting for Peace” Resolution of 1950 ; to keep disputes
between the United States and Latin American countries out of the United
Nations : and to condemn the Communist countries repeatedly for violating inter-
national law and infringing of human rights.

Today the shoe is on the other foot, Because of the liquidation of the colonial
empires, which the United States favored, and because of the failure of the
United States and the other permanent members of the Security Couneil to block
the admission of many newly independent mini-states, United Nations member-
ghip has increased to 138, with still more members to come, The more than 100
developing countries, usually backed by the 13 Communist countries, can easily
garner a two-thirds vofte in the General Assembly and the necessary majority
in other forums. For example, of the 54 members of the United Nations Economie
and Social Council, only 14 are developed countries, outnumbered by 33 develop-
ing countries (including China), and 7 Eastern European countries.

A TIME FOR PATIENCE

Some of the disappointment and dismay evoked in the Congress, the media,
and the publie ean be assuaged by a little patience and understanding. The U.N.
Security Council and General Assembly, after all, are political bedies. While
the other organs of the United Nations, UNESCO, and the other Specialized
Agencies deal with subjects like edueation, science, enlture, labor, health, agri-
cnlture, communications, and transportation, the delegations to these bodies rep-
resent governments, which are politically motivated, The delegations in all those
forums promote the interests of their respective governments, just as United
States Senators and Representatives promote the interests of their respective
constitnencies, The functions and powers of an international assembly and a
national legislature are entirely different ; but some of the attitudes and activities
of their members arve strikingly similar.

In every debate, whether in a national or international forum, there are con-
flicting interests: and there are grounds for difference on the merits of both
sides of every argument. It is the essence of statesmanship to reconcile these
competing interests and differing points of view for the common good, through
negotiation and compromise. Just as very few decisions of the American Congress
satisfy all its members, very few decisions of the United Nations and other
international organizations satisfy all their Member States.

The lesson of the eurrent crisis, and it may prove to be useful, is this: The
principal organs of the United Nations, UNESCO, and all other international
organizations reflect the interests and objectives of politically motivated govern-
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ments, and thus reflect the politics of the real world. In all of them, the United
States will enjoy some successes and suffer some defeats. (As every politician
everywhere knows, to use the vernacular, “You can’t win 'em all.”) Indeed,
on two important issues in the current session of the General Assembly—IKorea
and Cambodia—the United States enjoyed successes, although by a margin of
only 18 and 2 votes, respectively; and the Soviet Union, China, and their sup-
porters suffered defeats.

Because the Congress makes a few mistakes, in the eyes of one or another group
of citizens, these mistakes do not justify serapping the Constitution. Because
the United Nations General Assembly makes a few mistakes in the eyes of the
United States, these mistakes do not justify scrapping the Charter. On the
contrary, the wise eitizen, whatever the frustration, will work to minimize the
damage of divisive debates and votes and, where possible, to reverse the de-
cisions, In the long run, moreover, the fostering of peace, economic and soecial
development, and human rights by the United Nations system will depend not
upon votes on specific issues but rather upon, in the words of the Charter, “har-
monizing the actions of nations in the attainment of these common ends.”

A TIME FOR LEADERSHIP

In this eritical period of confrontation, the United States Government, the
principal founder and long-time leader of the United Nations, must once again
assume responsibility for making the system work. In our view, several actions
are urgent.

1. Our Government should take the initiative in consulting with the other
developed countries about reducing the economic imbalance between the de-
veloped and developing countries and encouraging a continuing dialogue between
them. Ambassador Seali initiated this dialogue on January 29, when in an
address at Boston he called for “a two-way exchange” in “a new spirit of
constructive compromise,"”

2. Onur Government shonld insist upon the prineiple of full participation of
all Member States in the United Nations and other organizations, even those
Member States whose policies may be generally unacceptable.

4. Our Government should urge all United Nations organs fo respect the
Charter and to observe “due process” in both substantive and procedural matters,
in order to avoid hasty decisions and allow time to consult, to obtain legal advice,
or even to request an advisory opinion from the International Court of Justice
before acting.

t. Our Government should, while engaging in bilateral and regional diplomacy
wherever necessary and appropriate, develop the practice of multilateral diplo-
macy in fostering the basic principles of the United Nations Charter, in avoiding
acrimonions dehates and divisive confrontations, and in developing and strength-
ening mediation and conciliation in the United Nations.

5. We appeal to President Ford and Secretary Kissinger to reaflirm, in deeds
us well as in words, the dete mition of our Government fo continue support
for the entire United Nations svstem and to restore American leadership in
every assembly, eouncil, and governing body.

6. We appeal to the Congress to continue its legislative and financial support
of the entire United Nations system and to maintain, and where feasible to
increase, the contributions to United Nations programs.

7. We appeal to other non-governmental organizations and to the media to
continue, and where possible to increase, their dissemination of information about
developments in all the agencies of the United Nations system,

8. We endorse the position of the U.8. National Commission for UNESCO,
which, while eritical of the resolutions adopted by the General Conference, nrged
that “United States scholars, artists, scientists, edueators and others continue
to participate in UNESCO activities .

9. We appeal to the American public to continue their support of the entire
United Nations system, to renew their faith in the prineciples of international
law and order, and to work, together with all other peoples, toward the building
of a peaceful and prosperous world community.




Arricre Entrrnep “Crasu or TaE ‘T'wo Magorrries™—Waose UNiTED
Natoxs?” By Hox. Cunarnes W. Yosr, Tne New Rervsric, De-
CEMBER 28, 1974

{By Charles W, Yost)

In an address to the United Nations General Assembly in December the U.S.
representative John Seali spoke bitterly of the “tyranny of the majority,” noted
that “every majority must recognize that its authority does not extend beyond
the point where the minority becomes so outraged that it is no longer willing to
maintain the covenant which binds them,” and concluded that in consequence of
recent majority behavior in the Assembly, American support of the United Na-
tions “is eroding—in our Congress and among our people.”

Somewhat similar speeches were made on the same day by representatives of
France, Britain, West Germany, Italy, Sweden and Belgium.

What oceasioned this coneerted outburst of indignation by the developed coun-
tries? Their frustrations have been building up for some time but were confirmed
this year by actions of the majority on these subjects: international economic
relations, South Africa and the Palestinians.

As to the first, the assembly adopted by a vote of 120 to 6 a “Charter of Eco-
nomic Rights and Duties of States” proposed by the President of Mexico. Among
the handful of negative votes were those of the 1.8, West Germany and Britain,
and among the few abstainers Japan, France and Canada. In other words this
is a charter that asserts the rights of the less developed countries and the duties
of the developed but does not, in the view of the latter, adequately protect their
rights or the interests of their private investors. As Ambassador Scali said : “the
minority which is so often offended may in fact be a practical majority, in terms
of its eapaeity to support this organization and implement its decisions.”

On the second subject, a proposal to expel South Africa from the United Nations
under procedures laid down in the U.N. charter was vetoed in the Security Coun-
¢il by the U.S., France and Britain, The Assembly majority thereupon proceeded
to deny the South African delegate his seat in the current Assembly on very
dubious procedural grounds,

Finally, and this action was the most provocative, the Assembly majority voted
that, for the first time in the history of the organization, a spokesman not rep-
resenting a member government might participate in an Assembly debate. This
spokesman, moreover, Yasir Arafat. leader of the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion, was accorded the honors not merely of a delegate but of a chief of state. To
add insult to injury the Israeli representative, who wished to rebut seriatim his
numerous adversaries in the debate, was prevented from doing so by a ruling of
the Algerian Assembly president, which when challenged was upheld by the
majority.

Coincidentally the same majority in UNESCO, the U.N. Edueational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization. which is supposedly nonpolitieal, eut off support for
regional programs in Israel on the grounds that Israel, in defiance of TU.N. in-
junctions, is altering the physieal and cultural character of Jerusalem.

Thege were the actions that the Western ambassadors so rigorously attacked
and that provoked such angry reactions among press and public in reveral
countries, For example Switzerland reduced its contribution to UNESCO by 10
percent, and on December 10, 71 U.8, senators joined in declaring the PLO a
“direct threat” to the foreign policy of the United States.

Were these strong reactions justified? To some extent they certainly were. But
in fairness to the Third World majority their intemperate actions, rather than
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heing matehed by equally intemperate Western responses, should be examined
dispassionately and with some perspective, In order to do so one needs to cast
a glance at recent history.

First, as Ambassador Scali reminded his audience, the U.N. Assembly is not
a legislative body, It cannot enact laws, Except in regard to internal procedural
and budgetary matters, its resolutions are not binding on member states, What
they are is a public expression of the opinions of a majority of member govern-
ments, in many though not in all cases representing a large majority of man-
kind. As Dag Hammarskjold nged to say, the Assembly is “a reflection of the
world as it is,” not as we might like it to be. In that sense it is worth listening to,
if we wish not to deceive onrselves about the state of the real world. Adlai Steven-
son once remarked in this connection that what the United States needs most
is a hearing aid.

Second, we should not forget that from 1945 to 1960 the overwhelming majority
in the United Nations consisted of Western Eunropeans and Latin Americans.
Those were the days when the Soviet Upnion and the few nonaligned member
states repeatedly protested “the tyranny of the majority.” But we had then no
qualms about passing resolutions over their strong objections. Now the shoe is on
the other foot, and we are eryving fonl.

The history of the three issues that have provoked the present excitement also
needs to be kept in mind.

Ever since the less developed countries became the majority they have been
passing resolutions calling on the rich to assist mueh more substantially in their
development, to improve the terms of trade that have until recently been heavily
in their disfavor, and to police multinational corporations, which they believe
have in many cases exploited them. The fact that there has been only a very
modest response to these repeated appeals accounts in substantial part for the
recent quadrupling of oil prices by OPEC, for the wave of nationalizations of for-
eign properties, particularly in Latin America, and for the one-sided resolutions
on these subjects adopted by the U.N. Assembly,

As to South Afrieca, it should be recalled that the Assembly and the Security
Counecil have for many years been passing resolutions, which the TU.S. has
almost always sapported and only two or three states have opposed, calling on
South Africa to abandon its policy of apartheid or racial segregation.

Yet practically nothing has happened. Apartheid remains as firmly en-
trenched as ever. Efforts to impose sanctions on Sonth Africa or to expel it
legally are blocked by vetoes in the Security Couneil. The procedural device
adopted to deprive South Africa’s delegate of his seat in the present Assembly
was, therefore, while legally improper and politically unwise, a symhbolie expres-
sion of long pent-up frostration on an issue that deeply affronts the human
dignity of all the non-white members of the United Nations,

The questions revolving aronnd the Palestine Liberation Organization likewise
raise issues earrying an enormous emotional charge; there is no doubt that, just
as much of the world community experienced a deep sense of guilt for having
failed to prevent the holocaust of the Jews, so have many, particnlarly in the
Third World, felt a growing sense of guilt for having allowed two generations of
Palestine refugees to pass their lives in economie squalor and a political vacuum.
A very large majority of U.N. members now clearly feels that, just as Israel is
entitled to self-determination, independence and secure sovereignty, 2o too are
the ’alestinians,

Had this problem been squarely faced and decisively dealt with some years ago,
it might have been resolved within the framework of the Jordanian state. Having
been neglected too long, the initiative passed, as has been the case in many other
emerging nations, into the hands of ultra-natienalists and revolutionaries willing
to use terror to achieve “liberation.” Outrageous as terrorism is, we must not
forget that it has been used in similar struggles by French revolutionaries,
Russiang, Yugoslavs, Israelis, Algerians and many others, and is even now a
daily practice among both Catholics and Protestants in Northern Ireland. This
does not excuse it but helps explain why it is tolerated. To the great majority
of T.N. members, Arafat is the fichting leader of an oppressed people, and it was
in that capacity that he was recognized and honored.

Even the many who do not consider these explanations and parallels sufficient
excuse for “irresponsible” behavior by the General Assembly wounld do well to
recall the not insignifieant accomplishments of the United Nations, not those of
the distant past but those of 1974,
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valuble U.N. peacekeeping capabilities have again been demonstrated in the
Middie East by the establishment of multinational forces in the Sinai and on
the Golan Heights, forces that now play an importint part in maintaining the
fragile peace in the area and that, if there is to be a political settlement, will no
doubt be an indispensible element in it. Moreover the Soviet Union has in this
cnse for the first time joined in creating and paying for such a force and is co-
chairing the U.N.-sponsored Genevi Conference. Through the U.N. it is thus
deeply and usefully involved in the peacemaking proc A similar U.N. force
in Cyprus was helpful in preventing last summer's conflict from doing even more
harm than it did and remains a partial barrier to further hostilities.

ven the General Assembly, so bitterly reproached for one-sidedness, has
duriug the past month uplheld the U.S. position by narrow margins on two eritical
Asian issues: the representation of Cambodia and the maintenance of a UN.
command in Korea.

Of far more long-range significance were three U.N. conferences held this year
on matters of profoundest import: the law of the sea conference in Caracas, the
population conference in Bucharest and the food conference in Rome, It is true
that none of these did more than begin to resolve these problems—by defining
their magnitude, by proposing and debating means of dealing with them, and
by exposing clearly the disastrous consequences of failing to cope. But had the
United Nations and its family of economic agencies not existed, it is doubtful
that even this beginning would have been made.

It is indeed in this economic area of urgent international concern that the
future indispensibility of the United Nations most probably lies, even more than
in its traditional peacekeeping role. It is becoming ever clearer that the survival
of organized and civilized human society into the 21st century depends on con
trolling population growth, assuring adequate and accessible supplies of food,
fuel and fertilizer, developing and modernizing the underdeveloped two-thirds
of mankind, rationalizing and stabilizing our trade and financial systems, pro-
tecting our threatened environment.

All of these are problems that affect all nations and their solution will, in this
ave of accelerating interdependence, require the active cooperation of most of
thie The focus of such cooperation ean best be international organizations in
which almost all nations are present. To (uote Hammarskjold again, if the LN,
did not exist we would have to invent it. It will be simpler to preserve and
improve it than to reinvent it. But it cannot be improved without patience, re-
straint. mutual accommodation and shared leadership on the part of all
concerned.

These qualities will be required both from the numerical majority of Third
World eountries and what Ambassador Seali called the “practical majority™ of
those countries on whose economie, political or military power usually depends
whether U.N. resolutions are mere empty gestures or lead to consequent ial action.

Rather than trying to reserve decigion-making on these critical issues for a
spich man's clnb” of afliuent states, the “practical majority” must, if it wishes
the decisions to be carried out, submit them at an early stage to a forum of all
concerned. To the same end the “numerical majority™ must forego the symbolic
“trinmphs” that so provoke and alienate their powerful partners, must be less
compliant to the emall coterie of radieal activists within their group, and must
engage svetematieally in a far more persistent search for consensus among the
two “majorities.”

Finally, however, let it be clearly remembered what the General Assembly is
and what it is not. It is a sounding board, a spectacular global opinion poll, a
“face the world” talk show. It is not a parliament to pass laws or coerce its
members. When decisions need to be taken by the I'nited Nations they will be
taken, in regard to the maintenance of peace, by the Security Couneil, where the
1.8, and four others have a veto, and in regard to the eritieal issues of economie
interdependence, in the specialized agencies and conferences. few of whose de-
cisions can in fact be implemented without the support of those possessing, in
each case, the relevant economic resonrees.

My concluding piece of advice to both “majorities” would be that of Talley-
rand to diplomats: “Surtout, pas trop de zele"—above all, not too much passion.
The United Nations belongs to overyone, that is, everyone willing to live in peace
with his neighbors,
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Trax Topay.” gy How, Cuarres W. Yost, THE SATURDAY REVIEW,
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I

The outsanding fact about the United Nations today is that it is not being
sufficiently used. It is our greatest underemployed international resource.

Our world is each year being drawn closer together by the reach of modern
weapons, the nature of modern communications, the needs of expanding popula-
tions for food and fertilizer, and the demands of expanding consumption for
energy and raw materials.

Fven the strongest and richest nations, like the United States, are depend-
ent on other nations for security and for maintenance of living standards. The
poorest nations are dependent on others for bare survival,

AMuch of this interdependence, many of these requirements for greater security
and assured supplies, could be satisfied through the United Nations if the ca-
pacities of its organs and agencies were adequately used, They never have been.
In fact. during the past ten years they have been less used by the United States
than ever before.
II

The United Nations was conceived in 1945 by Franklin Roosevelt and Cordell
Hull because they believed that American isolationism after World War T had
proved contrary to U.S. national interests. Our isolationism contributed to bring-
ine on a second world war which we otherwise might have heen able to prevent
Roosevelt and Hull did not want to repeat that mistake after World War IL
They looked on a Strong international organization as the best means of in-
volving the U.S. durably and constructively in world affairs.

Moreover, they knew that, while sovereign nations would long remain the
main actors on the international scenme, the old balance of power system had
failed to prevent two world wars and could not be counted on to prevent a third
and a fonrth. In a world exposed to nuclear weapons this prospect was w holly
unacceptable.

111

The Tnited Nations svstem Roosevelt and Hull established was also designed
“to nchieve international cooperation is solving international problems of an
economie, gocial, enltural and humanitarian cha racter.”

This design was fleshed out in succeeding years by the creation of a vast net-
wark of associated agencies in these fields: for example. the World Health
Organization, the Food and Agriculture Organization, the International Mone-
tary Fnnd and World Bank, the International Labor Office, the Educational,
Scientific and Cnltural Organization, the T.N. Development Program, the TL.N.
Environmental Program and the U.N. Population Program,

In sn doing the founding fathers perhaps built better than they
Whether or not they foresaw that the world would thirty years later be canght
np in a population erisis, a food ecrisis, an energy crisis, a monetary crisis, a
raw materials crisis, they provided the instruments throngh which these crises
eonld he dealt with internationally. The trouble is, as we have said, that these
instrnments are being only half used, and less nsed by the United States than

by most other nations.
v

knew.

That has not always been the case. During the first two decades of the TI.N.,
the T'nited States provided much of the necessary inspiration, leadership and
resources. Most of the agencies listed above were set up at our initiative, Even
now we continue to have more influence in the U.N. than any other single

nation.
(92)
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However, during the past fifteen years U.N. membership has grown much
more numerous and diverse. There are now 138 members of which over 90 are
so-called non-aligned countries from Asia, Africa and Latin America.

The U.S. therefore is no longer able to obtain U.N. approval of action which
does not have wide support among the pon-aligned. Sometimes resolutions are
pushed through the Assembly which we strongly disapprove. However, it is
important in this connection to emphasize two points,

First, the United Nations is not a world government, Far from it. It is an
association of sovereign states with significant but strictly limited powers. 1ts
General Assembly acts by majority vote but, except in budgetary and administra-
tive matters, can only recommend.,
to counter threats to peace, but in the Couneil the U.8, and four other permanent
members have a veto, The U.N. cannot therefore dictate to the U.8.—nor to anyone

Its Security Council can decide on action

else,

Second, the United Nations refleets the world as it is. Whether or not this is
a sensible arrapgement, there are more than 130 independent nations. We cannot
ignore them or get along without them. A war in the Middle East, for example,
threatens peace between the U.S, and the Soviet Union and lead to an embargo on

our vital oil supplies. ”

Examples could be multiplied, We must in the interests of our own .f<o<-u;'1t_?
deal with everyone else and we can usually do that best through an organiza-
tion where most everyone else is represented.

Our Government in recent years has not spemed to understand this simple
fact. It has talked a great deal about “a structure of peace” but has neglected
the structure which is already there, the one we ourselves created.

What onr Government has been talking about for the most part is the old
balance of power. It has tried to pour the new wine of a global society into the
old botties that served Metternich and Bismarck in Vietorian times. It has hased
its so-called “structure of peace” on fleeting personal relationships rather than
on established and durable international institutions. That strategy simply
will not work in the 1970's.

v

The members of the United Nations, when they signed and ratified its Charter,
conferred upon its Security Counceil “primary responsibilities for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security.” Yet it has been the habit of most
states, particularly the great powers, to seek security unilaterally or by mili-
tary alliances, and to turn to the Security Council only at the last moment
when war had already broken out or was imminent. Under these circumstances
it is no wonder the Council sometimes “'fails.”

In 1971 the great powers, including the United States, resisted for months
eofforts of the Secretary General and others to bring the developing confliet
between India and Pakistan before the Council. When war broke out, to no
one’s surprise, the U.8. Government publicly blamed the U.N, for failing to
stop it. By using the UN. as a scapegoat for its own mistakes, our Government
unjustly and irresponsibly damages the U.N.'s public image and weakens its
publiec support of the United States. There have unfortunately been far too
many examples of such behavior.

The United Nations has not yet been provided by its members with the
powers and resources to prevent all wars, but it has prevented many and it
could prevent more. It can do so, however, only if the impending conflict is
submitted to it for judgement and action in time, before public passions and
military momentum have reached the point of no return. The Security Couneil
needs a standing watchdog committee, like the Environment Program’s world
weather watch, to survey acenmulating storms threatening the peace, to con-
ciliate and mediate among those nations responsible and, if necessary, to bring
them to the Council before, not after, the bell tolls. ;

Similarly, when cease-fires have been imposed and wars temporarily stopped,
members of the Conneil must not simply put the issne on ice and 'hr;pe it will
stay fr{rmn. It rarely does. War has been stopped four times in the Middle East,
three times in the Indian subcontinent, three times on Cyprus, but each time,
.uinm; the tl;vlnsui-llsiauos I(l‘a(l not been settled. it soon hroke out again. Its members
must enable the United Nations not only to stop wars b ;
that will be definitive and durable, g il o i
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VI

The U.S. Government has displayed a similar inelination to deal with the
new problems of economic interdependence through ad hoe bloes, in which only
consumers are represented, rather than through U.N. bodies where everyone is.
It practically ignored the special session of the U.N. General Assembly on raw
materials last April, finally presenting a unilateral proposal the day before ad-
journment. It has used the rostrum of the U.N. to berate the oil producers but
rarely its chambers to negotiate with them.

Our Government has during recent years systematically neglected the vital
interests of the vast majority of nations in the Third World. Our aid program
has been steadily declining in volume and scope, and what remains has been
overwhelmingly for the benefit of a few client states like South Vietnam and
South Korea. It is not surprising, therefore, that the majortiy of poor nations
at recent T.N. conferences, such as those on the law of the sea and on population.
seemed nnresponsive to owr interests, Cooperation is a two-way street.

In general our Government has availed itself to a minimum degree of the
opportunities which the U.N, system offers for dealing with global problems which
critically eoncern our national interests. The following are some of the principal
ways in which we could do so.

VII

1. The United Nations could and should play a much more active role in the
peaceful settlement of international disputes which might otherwise lead to war.
Nignificant means of doing so are provided in the Charter and have been further
developed in TLN. practice over the past 25 years, Far too often these means have
not been used at all or have been used too late to prevent war. Cease-fires are
not enough. No conflict is ever settled until a durable peace, accepted in good
faith by the parties, has been agreed and implemented.

2. The United Nations could and should, under U.S. leadership, play a much
more active role in peacekeeping, that is, in placing forces or observers hetween
contending parties until pacifie settlements can be made, When the U.N, has heen
anthorized to engage in peacekeeping, as in the Congo, Cyprus and the Middle
East, it has usually succeeded, but both large and small nations still too often
prefer unilateral adventures to multilateral pesncekeeping.

3. The proliferation and burden of armaments, both nuclear and conventional,
is one of the greatest threats to global security and progress. The waste of
resources is enormons and inexeusable., None of the big powers is sufficiently
using the several U.N. econferences and bodies charged with negotiating limitation
and reduction of armaments, Conventional arms control is being almost entirely
neglected, These problems cannot be resolved exclusively inside the U.N., but
neither can they be resolved exelusively ontside.

4. The second greatest threat to mankind's future is the pressure of growing

population on finite and diminishing resources. Popnlation growth is mainly
occurring in the underdeveloped countries and only they ean control it, though
developed countries ean help. The U.N. has for several yvears had a Population
Program and in 1974 has held a Population Conference. Progress at the Confer-
ence was meagre heeanse of a debate among participants as to whether economic
development or population control shonld come first, This was pointless, Each is
essential to the other. They must go forward together,
5. The most vital natural resource is food. Critical shortages, leading to wide-
gpread famine are lkely to ocenr within the next year or two. The TU.N. has
nlzo held a World Food Conference this vear. As the leading producer and con-
sumer of many staple foods, the U.8, has an interest in helping to expand food
production in countries with rapid population growth and, as the nation with the
largest food consumption and largest food surpluses, an obligation to contribut-
ing to alleviate famine when it ocenrs. Both of these tasks can best be earried
out through impartial U.N. agencies.

6. At the special Assembly session this year the TL.N. began to organize means
of dealing with global raw materials problems. For the most part, however,
production, marketing and consumption of such materials continues to be
nnplanned and unregulated, to leave producers and consnmers alike at the merey
of nps and downs in supply and price, to risk widespread economic disaster and
rapid depletion of exhanstible resources. Such problems can be effectively met
only by international agreements in which all or most nations participate, such
as those the U.N. ean provide.
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7. Substantial inerements to essential world supplies may be found in the
sen and seabeds. At the same time nnrestricted national completition to exploit
these resources could lead both to their early depletion and to serious interna-
tional conflicts. The U.N. has held this year a conference on the Law of the
Sea, which will be continued next year. Progress so far has been disappointing,
partly because of a lapse of leadership on our part. It is in the vital interest
of all naticns, large and small, to ensure that the conference next year succeeds.

8. The world monetary system is in great disarray. There is no present assur-
ance it c¢an cope with the strains produced by global inflation and the sudden
accumulation of huge new payments surpluses and deficits. Common action
in and through the International Mopetary Fund offers the best prospeet of
avoiding widespread economic depression,

9. It will be impossible to obtain the cooperation of the underdeveloped coun-
tries in resolving problems of population, food and raw materials unless the
rich countries contribute much more substantially to their economic develop-
ment. The experience of 25 years has shown that this contribution ean be made
with less political involvement and embarrassment through multilateral pro-
grams. The U.S. must expand the volume of its development assistance and
direct a larger proportion of it through such U.N. agencies as the World Bank
and its affiliates, the regional development banks, the UN., Development Pro-
gram, and the relevant U.N. specinlized agencies.

10. Mankind has only just learned that its environment is not indestructible
and that irreversible damage to it is already oceurring, Since much of the en-
vironment is international, its protection also must be. At the Stockholm Con-
ference in 1972 the U.N. established an Environmental Program which monitors
emerging dangers to the international environment, advises governments what
is occurring and assists them in preventive action. This Program deserves strong
U.8, support.

Finally, what is the cost of all this to the U.S. and others? The total annual
budget of the U.N. and its whole family of agencies is only $1.3 billion, less than
half of one percent of the U.8. budget, no more than the cost of a gingle Tri-
dent submarine. The TU.S. contribution to the total U.N. budget is approximately
$40 million, less than half the cost of the New York City police. This would
hardly seem extravagant for an organization with these vast responsibilities,
which Adlai Stevenson called “the last best hope of mankind.”

VIII

We live in a world of nations which are politically independent but otherwise
more aud more dependent on each other, in many cases for security and even
survival, in all cases for economiec stability and progress.

Under these circumstances a strong international organization, capable of
pesacemaking, peacekeeping and control of armaments, equipped to deal with
global economic and environmental problems, is more and more in the national
interest of every nation, including our own.

Such an international organization, the United Nations, has existed for nearly
thirty years but has never been used to anywhere nearly its full eapacities. There
are many ways in which the U.N. ean and should be improved, but it cannot be
improved if it is ignored or neglected.

In this era of inescapable interdependence among all nations, rich and poor,
strong and weak, right and left, an institution embracing all of them. given
power and means to cope with problems and avert disasters threatening all of
them, is more and more indispensable.

The United States, in the spirit of Franklin Roosevelt and Adlai Stevenson,
in association with all our fellow passengers on this small and fragile planet,
must seize the opportunities the U.N. offers to meet those problems of the 1970's
and 1980's which are insoluble by any other means.




Lerrer Froxm Rorerr Y. Groyer, M.D.. WorLp FepEran A UTHORITY
CommrrTEE, TO CoNGRESSMAN Donanp A. Fraser, DATED FEBRUARY 1.
1975, 1n SurrorT oF A Feperanizep Uxitep NATIONS

Dear CoNGRESSMAN FRASER: Unable to testify in person at your forthcoming
hearings, I hope this letter stating my views will be included in the Hearing
Report,

I trust that during this bicentennial celebration of our independent nation-
hood, when we recall our own experiences under the weak Articles of Confedera-
tion which compelled us to invent our more perfect federal union, we have
achieved enough maturity not to contribute further to the weakening and possi-
ble destruction of the United Nations until we replace it with a more responsi-
ble and effective federal structure.

But while we keep this United Nations system afloat for the present, let us
move full speed ahead to develop a more perfect world union.

To this end, I urge that your Committee recommend that the United States
participate in the forthcoming Charter Review Conference which was voted by
the United Nations General Assembly this last December. (The United States
most foolishly opposed it.)

Further, I urge that your Committee be constituted a Subecommittee on United
Nations Charter Review and funded to undertake documentation, research and
drafting of a World Constitution for a federalized United Nations, with popular
representation in the General Assembly (based on one or more formulas of
weighted representation) and with world laws enforceable on individual world
citizens. This involves the pooling and transfer of authority over world affairs,
National governments, ineluding our own, have more than enough to do to cope
with national affairs,

At long last, T want to see our Congress take this signal initiative in harmony
with our historic record in developing the world's first effective federal system.
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MateriaL Susyrrtep By THE U.S. NATIONAL
Coyssiox ror UNESCO

NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP IN THE U.S. NATIONAL
ComMmissioN For UNESCO

(With name and title of representative)

1. American Academy of Arts & Sciences (Dr. J. Robert Nelson, Dean, School
of Theology, Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts 02130).

2. Ameriean Anthropological Association (Representative not appointed at
present).

3. American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business (Dr. Cyril C. Ling,
Executive Viee President, American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business,
1755 Massachusetts Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20036).

4. American Association for the Advancement of Science (Representative not
appointed at present),

5. American Association of Community and Junior Colleges (Dr. Richard J.
Brown, President and Director, Nicolet College and Technical Institute, Room:
518, Rhinelander, Wisconsin 54501).

6. American Association of Museums (Dr. Kyran M. McGrath, Director, Ameri-
can Association of Museums, 2283 Wisconsin Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C.
20007).

7. American Association of School Administrators (Mrs. Barbara A. Sizemore,
Superintendent of Schools, District of Columbia Public Schools, Presidential
Building, 415 12th Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20004).

8. American Association of University Women (Mrs. Elizabeth (Kit) Wal-
lace, 165 Marion Avenue, Mill Valley, California 94041).

9. American College Personnel Association (Dr. William Harold Grant, Di-
rector, Student Development, Auburn University, Auburn, Alabama 36879).

10. American Couneil of Learned Societies (Dr. H. Field Haviland, Jr., Pro-
fessor of International Polities, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts
University, Medford, Massachusetts 02155).

11. American Federation of Arts (Mrs. Elizabeth (Betty) Blake, 3806 Beverly
Drive, Dallas, Texas 756205).

12, American Field Service (Dr. Stephen H. Rhinesmith, President and
Executive Officer, American Field Service, 318 East 43rd Street, New York, New
York 10017).

13. American Folklore Society (Representative not appointed as yef).

14. American Geological Institute (Dr. Laurence L. Sloss, Professor of
Geology, Northwestern University, Evanston, Tllinois 60201).

15. American Institute of Architects (Mr. Louis A. Rossetti, President, Ros-
setti Associates, 1234 Penobseot Building, Detroit, Michigan 48326).

16. Ameriean Institute of Biologieal Sciences (Dr. John F. Reed, Professor of
Peosystems Analysis, University of Wisconsin, College of Environmental Science,
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54301).

17. Ameriean Library Association (Miss Esther Jean Walls, Associate Director,
Library, State University of New York at Stony Brook, Stony Brook, New York
11794).

18. American Political Science Association (Dr. Gene M. Lyons, Professor of
Goverment, Dartmonth College, Silsby Hall, Hanover, New Hampshire 03755).

19. American Psychologieal Association (Dr. Nicholas H. Hobbs, Provost,
Vanderbilt University, 212 Kirkland Hall, Nashville, Tennessee 37220).

20, American Soeiological Association (Dr. Harry Alpert, Vice President for
Academic Affairs, and Provost, University of Oregon, Engene, Oregon 97403).
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21. Association of American Geographers (Dr. Marvin W. Mikesell, Professor
©of Geography, Department of Geography, University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois
GO6B3T).

22, Association of Classroom Teachers of the National Education Association
(NEA) (Mrs. Erma Williams, 2819 Bast Meyer Boulevard, Kansas City, Missouri
64132).

23, Association of College Unions—International (Mr. Clark E. Drummond,
Director of Student Union, Wilder Hall, Oberlin College, Oberlin, Ohio 44074).

24. Associations of Student International Law Societies (Mr. Jay A. Burgess,
Attorney-Adviser, Near East and South Asia Division, General Counsel's Office,
Agency for International Development, Washington, D.C., 20520).

25. Commission on Voluntary Serviee and Action (Mr. James Neal Cavener,
266 Ninth Avenue, Upland, California 91786).

26. Council on International Theatrical Events (CINE) (Representative not
appointed as yet).

27. Four H Clubs (Mrs. Frances (Sue) Benedetti, 305 Seventh Street, NE.,
Washington, D.C. 20002).

28. General Federation of Women’s Clubs (Mrs. Helen A, Tunkis, 573 Este
Madera Drive, Sonoma, California, 95476).

29, International Association for the Exchange of Students for Technical Ex-
perience, Experience, Ine. ( Mr. Robert M. Sprinkle, Executive Director (IAESTE/
U.8.), American City Building, Columbia, Maryland 21044).

0. International Studies Association (Dr. Edward Miles, Professor of Marine
Studies, Institute for Marine Studies, University of Washington, Seattle, Wash-
ington 98105).

31. International Theatre Institute of the U.S.A., Ine. (Representative not
appoinfed as yet),

32. Lengue of Women Voters (Mrs. Gail Bradley, 2507 Sevier Street, Durham,
North Carolina 27705).

33. Linguistic Society of America (Dr. Eric P. Hamp, Professor of Linguistics,
University of Chicago, 5828 South University Avenue, Chicago, Tllinois 60637).

34. Music Teachers National Association (Dr, Celin Mae Bryant, Professor of
Musie, University of Oklahoma, 560 Parrington Oval, Norman, Oklahoma T3069).

35. National Aeademy of Sciences—National Research Council (Dr., Cyrus
Levinthal, Professor of Biology and Chemistry, Department of Biological Seiences,
Columbia University, 754 Schermerhorn Extension, New York, New York 10027).

36. National Assembly of Community Arts Ageneies (Dr. Mark Ross, Executive
Director, Arts and Humanities Council of Tulsa, 2210 8. Main Street, Tulsa,
Oklahoma 74114).

7. National Association of Broadeasters (Mr. Daniel W. Kops, President,
Kops-Monahan Communieations, Inec., 152 Temple Street, New Haven, Connecticut
06510).

38. National Association of Education Broadeasters (Mr. William G. Harley,
President, National Association of Educational Broadeasters, 1346 Connecticut
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C., 20036).

39. National Congress of Parents and Teachers (Representative not appointed
as yet).

40, National Council for the Social Studies (Dr. Stanley P, Wronski, Professor
of Edueation and Social Science, College of Education, University of Michigan,
513 Erickson Hall, East Lansing, Michigan 48822).

41. National Council of Churches of Christ (Mr. William C. Walzer, Executive
Director, Department of Education for Mission, National Couneil of Churches of
Christ, 475 Riverside Drive, New York, New York 10027).

42. National Couneil of Jewish Women (Mrs. Shirley Joseph, 50 DeVille Circle,
Willinmsville, New York 14221).

43. National Council of Negro Women (Representative not appointed as yet).

44. National Education Association (Representative not appointed as yet).

45. National Federation of Business and Professional Women's Clubs (Mrs.
Jeanne C. Squire, Secretary-Treasurer, Merrick Chevrolet Company, Berea,
Ohio 44017).

46. National Federation of Music Clubs (Mrs. M. Nancy Pope, Cimarron River-
side Ranch, Loyal, Oklahoma 73756).

47. National Science Teachers Association (Dr. James V. DeRose, Head,
Science Department, Marple Newtown Schools, Newtown Square, Penn.).
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48, National Trust for Historie Preservation (Mr. James Biddle, President,
National Trust for Historie Preservation, 748 Jackson Place, NW., Washington,
D.C, 200060).

49. National University Extension Association (Dr. Robert F. Ray, Professor
and Dean, Division of Extension and University Services, University of lowa,
Iowa City, Iowa 52240).

50. National Urban Leagne (Mr. Cecil R. Forster, Jr., Vice President, Westing-
house Broadeasting Learning and Leisure Time, 90 Park Avenue, New York, New
York 10016).

51. National Wildlife Federation (Mr. Thomas L. Kimball, Executive Vice
:"rosi:l:;lr, National Wildlife Federation, 1412 16th Street, NW., Washington,

). 20086).

52, Nature Conservancy, The (Dr. Robert E. Jenkins, Vice President, The
Nature Conservaney, 1800 North Kent Street, Arlington, Virginia 22200).

53. Operation Crossroads Africa, Ine. (Mr. Jerome E. Vogel, Executive Direc-
;ﬂl‘. Operation Crossroads Africa, Inc, 150 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York
0011).

54. Public Broadeasting Service (Representative not appointed as yet).

55. Social Science Research Couneil (Representative not appointed as yet).

56. Student National Education Association (Representative not appointed as
yet).

57. United Nations Association of the U.S.A., Inc. (Mrs. Sarah Goddard Power,
12 Ridgeway West, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104 ).

58. Women's Anierican ORT (Organization for Rehabilitation through Train-
ing) (Representative not appointed as yet).

59. Young Men's Christian Association, National Council of (Dr. Nicholas T.
Goneharoff, Kxecutive Director, International Education and Cultural AfTairs,
National Council of the YMCA, 201 Broadway, New York, New York 10007).

60. Young Women's Christian Association, National Board of the (Mrs. Peggy
P. Patterson, 5834 Morningside Avenne, Dallas, Texas 75206).

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, AND MEMRER-AT-LARGE
MEMBERSHIP IN THE U.S. NATIoNAL CoMMISSION For UNESCO

1. The Honorable Lloyd M. Bentsen, Jr., United States Senate, Washington,
D.C7, 20510 (Federal Government).

2. Mrs, Shirley Temple Black, 115 Lake View Drive, Woodside, California 94062
(State and Local Government).

3. Mr. Sammy Davis, Jr., 1151 Summit Drive, Beverly Hills, California 90210
{ Member at Large).

4. The Honorable Robert J. Dole, United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510
{ Federal Government).

5. Mr. Richard J. Elkus, Post Office Box 432, Redwood City, California 94064
{ Member at Large).

6. Mrs. Lois Logan Evans, 133 East 64th Street, New York, New York 10021
{State and Loeal Government).

7. The Honorable Willinm D. Ford, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C. 20515 (Federal Government ).

8. The Honorable George J. Feldman, 1010 Fifth Avenue, New York, New York
10028 (Member at Large).

9. Mr. Robert R. Garvey, Jr., Executive Secretary, Advisory Couneil on Historie
Preservation, 1522 K Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20240 (Federal
Government).

10. Mrs. Rosemary L. Ginn, 303 West Boulevard, South, Columbia, Missouri
65201 (Member at Large).

11. Mr. Waverly Glover, Certified Public Accountant, 5408 Jamestown Road,
Springfield, Ohio 45502 (State and Loeal Government).

12. Mrs. Katherine Goodwin, Assistant Director of Development, Public Broad-
casting Co., WDCN, Nashville, Tennessee 37221 (Member at Large).

13. Miss Naney Hanks, Chairman, National Couneil on the Arts, and National
Endowment for the Arts, 806 15th Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20506 (Federal
Government ).

14. Dr. Panl Robert Hanna, Professor Emeritus, Stanford University 94305
(Member at Large).
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15. Dr. Robert E. Hill, Executive Director, National Center for Voluntary
Action, 1625 Massachusetts Avenue, NW., Waslhington, D.C. 20006 (State and
Local Government).

1t, Miss Paula Jewell, Howard University, Office of the President, 2400 6th
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20001 (Member at Large).

17. Mrs. Mary Neal Jones, 2400 NW. Grand Boulevard, Oklahoma City, Okla-
homa 73116 ( State and Local Government ).

18, Mr. James Keogh, Director, U.8. Information Agency, 1750 Pennsylvania
Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20547 (Federal Government).

1. Dr. Allan K. Kuusisto, President, Hobart & William Smith Colleges,
Geneva, New York 14456 (State and Loecal Government),

20, Mr. Arthur Gordon Linkletter, 8530 Wilshire Boulevard, Beverly Hills,
California 90211 (Member at Large).

21. Mr. Benjamin F. Marsh, Ritter, Boesel, Robinson & Marsh Law oflices,
240 Huron Street, Tolede, Ohio 43604 (State and Local Government ).

22 The Honorable Frank Marsh, State Treasurer, Capitol Building, Lincoln,
Nebraska 68509 ( State and Loeal Government).

22 Mr. Frank C. P, MeGlinn, 729 Millbrook Lane, Haverford, Pennsylvania
19041 (State and Local Government).,

24, Mr. George W. Miller, Jr., Supervisor, Elecironics Engineer, USACC
Agency—White Sands, White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico 85002 (State
and Local Government ).

25. The Honorable Emil Mosbacher, Jr., 515 Muadison Avenue, New York, New
York 10022 ( Member at Large).

26. Mr. Lauren D. Rachlin, Rachlin and Rachlin Law Firm, 1212 Genesee
3uilding, Buffalo, New York 14202 (Member at Large).

27. Dr. G. Robert Rtoss, Chancellor, University of Arkansas, 32nd and Uni-
versity Avenue, Little Rock, Arkansas 72204 (State and Local Government).

28, Mr. Edward O. Sullivan, 51 Pondfield Road, Bronxville, New York 10707
(Federal Government).

29. Miss Jayne W. Teagle, 210 Bast 68th Street, New York, New York 10021
(Member at Large).

30. Mr. Lowell Thomas, 24 Bast Hlst Street, New York, New York 10022
(Member at Large).

31, Mr. Russell E. Train, Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street, 8SW.,, Washington, D.C. 20460 (Federal Government).

52, Dr. R. Miller Upton, President, Beloit College, Beloit, Wisconsin 53511
(Member at Large).

33. Mr. George A. von Peterfly, Vice President, Kidder, Peabody, Inc., 10 Han-
over Square, New York, New York 10005 ( Member at Large).

34. The Honorable Charles R. Weiner, U.8. Distriet Judge, U.8. Courthouse,
9th and Market Streets, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 10107.




[From the UNESCO Courler, January 1975]

A SparemestT onx Israrn By Asapov Mawmrar M Bow, DIirecTor
GexeEran oF UNESCO

Reports carried by press, radio and television on recent decisions by the
eighteenth session of the General Conference of UNESCO concerning Israel have
frequently been lacking in accuracy and even objectivity.

Two resolutions adopted by the General Conference chiefly concern Israel:
the first refers to the composition of regional groups set up within the Organiza-
tion ; the second refers to the protection and preservation of the cultural heritage
in Jerusalem.

Because the resolution defining regions with a view to carrying out activities
of a regional character has been interpreted incompletely or incorrectly, it has
bheen maintained that Israel has been excluded from UNESCO or denied the possi-
bility of participating in its activities.

1srael has neither been ousted from UNESCO nor from any regional group
within the Organization. Israel continues to be a member of UNESCO, as one of
the 185 Member States, which make up the Organization.

Israel also continues to be listed, for elections to the Executive Board in
Group I (Western Europe) on the same footing as Australia, Canada, the United
States of America and New Zealand, which are situated geographically outside
of Europe.

During the eighteenth session of the General Conference, Israel, like Canada
and the United States of Ameriea, introduced a draft resolution with a view to
being included in the list of countries entitled to participate in the European
regional activities in which the representative character of States is an im-
portant factor. While the resolutions referring to Canada and the United States
were adopted, the one tabled by Israel was rejected by the General Conference,
that is, by the duly aceredited representatives of the governments of the Member
States of UNESCO,

Thus, Israel is in exaetly the same situation it was in prior to the eighteenth
session of the General Conference, It therefore cannot be argued that it has
been ousted from anything at all; the only new fact is that Israel is now the
only Member State not to be included in one of the regions “with a view to the
execution of regional activities”, since Australia and New Zealand, at the pro-
posal chiefly of five Asian conntries, have been listed in the Asia and Oceania
group, while Canada and the United States (at their request) have been listed
in the Western European group.

Canada and the United States, T should recall, had requested—unsuceess-
fully—at the seventeenth session of the General Conference in 1972 to participate
in the Second Conference of Ministers of Eduecation of Furopean Member States.
At that time nobody, either in Canada, or the United States, much less in Europe.
aceused UNESCO of having excluded them from any regional group whatsoever.
Thus, these countries have, like Israel, taken part in the conference held at
Bucharest in December 1973 as observers, This possibility is open at all times
to Israel should a ministerial conference again be convened in Europe, In the
same way, Israel ean participate as an observer, as it has done in the past, at
any regional conference of ministers no matter where it is held.

The second resolution “invites the Director-General to withhold assistance
from Isranel in the fields of edueation, science and eulture until such time as it
serupulonsly respects the resolutions and decisions” of the Executive Board and
the General Conference,

This resolution is based essentially on resolutions 2253 of 4 July 1967 and
2954 of 14 July 1967 of the United Nations General Assembly and resolutions
267 of 3 July 1969 and 298 of 25 September 1971 of the United Nations Security
Couneil on the status of Jerusalem, as well as on the decigions of the UNESCO
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General Conference at its fifteenth dllll seventeenth session and of the UNESCO
Executive Board at its 82nd, 83rd, 88th, 80th and 90th sessions. When it adopted
a4 new resolution, the General ( oufvrn-ul- considered that the Israeli Govern-
ment had not heeded the urgent appeals made to it since 1968 calling on it to
“desist from any archaeological excavations in the city of Jerusalem and from
any modifications of its features or its cultural and historical character, partic-
ularly with regard to Christian and Islamic religious sites.” Noting that the ex-
cavations and works were continuing which it considered susc eptible of endanger-
ing the Christian and Islamic sites, the General Conference decided six years
after issuing its first notification, to condemn the attitude of Israel. which it
considered “contradictory to the aims of the Organization as stated in its
Constitution , , "

I wish to stress that in reaffirming all the prior resolutions coneerning Jeru-
salem the General Conference again explicitly invited the Director-General to
“continue his efforts to establish the effective presence of UNESCO in the city of
Jerusitlem.™

Such are the facts. I hope they will permit the general ||H|r][l' to form a fairer
auui more accurate o I_ininu of the resolutions adopted by the General Conference
at its eighteenth session, Similar decisions have been taken in the past without
giving rize to the reactions of these last few weeks.,

There has been reference to the “politization of UNESCO”, as if the agencies
of the United Nations system had not in fact been born of a ]mhllml determina-
tion to found a just and durable peace by contributing to the general T
of humanity and to strengthening understanding and cooperation among all
peoples. UNESCO is composed of almost the same Member States as the United
Nations, The delegates to its General Conference are government representatives,
It is therefore natural that the problems which perturb the world tod: 1y should
find an echo there.

For my own part, as 1 had occasion to say at the elose of the eighteenth ses-
£lon of the General Conference, I think that, in an Organization devoted to educa-
tion, science and culture, we must avoid those conflicts which take on the char-
acter of systematic confrontations, We should perhaps also aveid the adoption
of resolutions, even with large majorities, that could result in deep bitterness in
certain quarte The golden rule for an organization such as UNESCO should
always be the search for a consensus through patient and open dialogue,

That is why, as the newly elected Director-General, who had not taken part
in the discussions which went on long before my election, I indicated to the
General Conference my firm intention—if so authorized—to speak ont hence-
forth and whenever it is necessary, in order to try to reconcile different points
of view so as to reach the widest possible agreement.

I therefore regret that on the basis of informaticn which is to say the least
incomplete and often distorted, certain eminent persons have thought fit to
adopt such nneompromising attitudes, although thinkers and scholars might be
expected to be more inclined to discussion and dialogue

I think it is appropriate to recall that for nearly 30 vears UNESCO has been
engaged in a vast undertaking, in its fields of competence, with the help of men
and women of all origins and all ereeds for the good of the international eom-
munity. and that today in the UNESCO Secretariat itzelf men and women from
more than 100 Member States—including Israel—are joined in a common effort.

I am firmly convineed that it should always be possible for UNESCO—if only
interested States agree to work along with it—to overcome the tensions which
hinder international co-operation and understanding in its fields of competence.
But this presupposes that the norms and rules established by the Organization
shonld not be considered a dead letter each time they conflict with specific
interests.




STATEMENT ExTrTrep “Waar, v e 1L.S. Ixterest, Is Givey Up
IN Our Rerusar To ConTinve As A Mesmeer or UNESCO 27

1, UNESCO is a means whereby thousands of American citizens and hun-
dreds of private organizations conduet their Inter ional business in education,
science, and culture. Approximately 340 international nongovernmental organi-
zations have some form of relationship with UNESCO. UNESCO is a relatively
efficient convenience for these people and institutions, and provides facilities for
their interchange. It would be inefficient and vastly more expensive for them to
conduet their international business outside of UNESCO.

2. In calendar year 1974, nearly 400 American professionals were offered short
and long-term international job opportunities by UNESCO. The United States
is also the single, largest supplier of technical and scientific materials purchased
by “soft currency” countries through the UNESCO Coupon Program. An esti-
mated 370 American companies, universities, and professional institutions have
been direct beneficiaries of this program in the amount of $40 million.

3. The United States is pursuing steps to increase scientific and technological
cooperation with Latin Awmerica. The National Science Foundation is using
UNESCO's UNISIST Program (World Science Information System) as one of the
elements in this cooperation. The UNISIST program will ultimately lead to
a great deal of standardization in the scientific information field. A strong U.S.
role in UNISIST improves the chances of these standards becoming accepted
worldwide, leading hopefully to increased exports.

4. Another example is the United States effort to promote global concern
with the human environment, which it pursued strongly at the 1972 Stockholm
Conference. UNESCO's Man and the Biosphere Program is one of the active inter-
national programs now in operation and one which has the support of almost
all Member States,

5. UNESCO's International Geological Correlation Program, sponsored jointly
with the International Union of Geological Sciences, focuses on fundamental
problems of geology, with particular emphasis on effective exploration aud assess-
ment of natural resources. Since the United States imports large amounts of
minerals, whose prices are constantly rising, any program that may lead to new
discoveries is in the U8, interest.

6. U.8. book publishing is estimated to be a $5-86 billion industry and Ameri-
can publishers export between $300 million and $600 million in books annually
(the figure varies because the Department of Commerce does not count exiports
of 250 pounds or less). The Universal Copyright Convention, adopted, under
UNESCO auspices, helps to protect the interest of American publishers, The
American library community, which numbers 22,000 publie and universityv-level
libraries and 77,000 school libraries, have access to UNESCO programs pertain-
ing to standards for statisties and serialization, copyright, and book and library
development projects. Moreover, the UNESCO-sponsored Beirut and Florence
Agreements facilitate, respectively, the international cireulation of visual and
auditory materials of an educational, seientific, and eultural eharacter,

7. Some problems are so cast that no one nation ean solve them alone, Oceano-
graphy is an example. Even the United States does not have the resources to
collect all the necessary data. UNESCO's programs have been most useful in
working out task-sharing arrangements.

8. Finally, withdrawal from UNESCO will destroy the web of relationships,
built at the U.S. urging, within the U.8. educational community and UNESCO's
key edueation sector, There are several hundred nongovernmental organizations,
including the International Association of Universities, the World Confederation
of Organizations of the Teaching Profession (NEA affiliated), the International
Federation of Parent Eduecation, World Organization for Early Childhood Edu-
cation, and International Federation of Modern Language Teachers. Bach of
these organizations maintains a mutual supportive relationship with UNESCO,
provides observers to conferences, assists in conference plans representing their
particular interests, and severing the UNESCO tie would isolate these hundreds
of U.8, educational NGOs.
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